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In the following pages an attempt is made to deter- 
mine exactly the second source of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke (Q) both in regard to its extent and its contents, 
and to estimate its value both in itself and relatively 
to the Gospel of St. Mark. I have been moved to 
complete and to publish these investigations by Well- 
hausen’s “ Introduction to the First Three Gospels” 
(1905). The attitude of opposition I am driven to 
adopt towards an important result of Wellhausen’s 
researches, does not detract from my high appreciation 
of the merit of this work. 

A supplementary observation which I have made 
may serve as an additional proof of the unity of the 
source Q. In St. Matthew are found about 112 words, 
and in St. Luke (without the Acts) about 261, which 
occur in these gospels and do not occur elsewhere in 
the New Testament. Now of these 373 words, the 
reconstructed text of Q given on pp. 127 ff. contains 
at the most 16—i.e. 13 (12) from St. Matthew (Giacrns, 
Bpoxn, dixaCew [eyxpirrew], edvociv, ara, vorcior, 
oikereia, olkiaKds, Tapopoaley, mapois, mAarTus, 
pariCew), and 3 from St. Luke (aropaccec Oa, Bad- 
Aavriov, kopag); yet it is questionable whether three 
of these really belong to Q. That it is thus possible 
to construct the fairly extensive text of Q without 
making a further demand than of 12 to 16 words upon 
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the copious and distinctive vocabularies of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, is a welcome additional proof of the 
distinct individuality of Q. On the other hand, the 
variety of the stylistic, rhetorical, and poetic forms in 
which the discourses and sayings in Q are thus seen to 
be cast, is no argument against its distinctive unity, 
but even serves to confirm our confidence in the indi- 
viduality as well as in the genuineness and originality 
of this source. 

If in the following investigation I have correctly 
defined the limits and have justly estimated the value 
of Q, I have only given fresh utterance to the long- 
established judgment of competent scholars, though it 
is to be hoped that I have established it upon a more 
secure foundation than that upon which it has rested 
hitherto. No words of mine are needed to explain 
what this means for our knowledge of the history of 
our Lord. And yet one can scarcely hope that there 
will be an end of wild hypotheses in regard to that 
history. The temptation to confine one’s gaze to 
isolated details, and to view these as reflected in the 
distorting mirror of prepossession and _ prejudice, 
without deep and reverent study of tradition, is too 
great for us to expect that these strivings will ever 
cease. 

I offer my hearty thanks to my friend Professor von 
Dobschiitz for the active and kindly interest which he 
has devoted to this undertaking of mine while it was 
passing through the press. 

A. H, 

BERLIN, 8th December, 1906. 


CONTENTS 


INTRODUCTION . 


CHAPTER I 


THE ANALYSIS AND TEXTUAL INVESTIGATION 
OF THE Non-MArRKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO 
St. MatTrHEW AND St. LUKE 


I. The sections almost verbally identical 


Il. The sections where the differences are greater 
Appendix. The sections where the differences are 


very great. 


CHAPTER II 


LINGUISTIC AND HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION 
OF THE NON-MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO 
St. MaTrHEW AND ST. LUKE (Q) 
Pel hotext.-. 


II. (a) Vocabulary (Verbs p. 147 f#.; Substantives 

and Adjectives, 152 7. ; Prepositions, 157/f.) . 

(6) Grammar and style ‘ 

III. The formal characteristics of the subject-matter . 
IV. The order of the sections 


VY. Can we discover any trace of Q in the matter that 
is peculiar to St. Matthew or to St. Luke, or 
in indirect Evangelic tradition ? : 

vii 


PAGE 
1x 


127 


147 
159 


163 
172 


182 


Vili CONTENTS 


PAGE 
VI. The essential characteristics of the contents of Q. 
A comparison of Q with the Gospel of 
St. Mark . ‘ : ; : : 2 BWI RE: 
VII. The origin and historical value of Q... , . 246 
Appendix. Translation of Q ‘ : ; a PRS 
Excursus I. St. Matt. xi. 25-27 (St. Luke x. 21, oe and 
St. Matt. xi. 28,29 . : : , maa 
Excursvus II. The Voice from Heaven at the Baptism 
(St. Luke iii. 22) : : ; : ; ; .. S13hG 


INDEX TO THE RECONSTRUCTED TEXT OF Q. . 7 SES 


INTRODUCTION 


Tue sections which are common to St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, excluding those which they share with St. 
Mark, are, as is well known, very considerable both 
in number and content. ‘They amount altogether 
to about one-sixth of the text of St. Luke and two- 
elevenths of the text of St. Matthew.! The researches 
of very many scholars have led them to the unanimous 
conclusion that neither St. Matthew nor St. Luke have 
copied the one from the other, and that these sections 
are thus dependent upon either one or several common 
sources, The former alternative is generally preferred, 
and rightly so; and yet one does not thereby conceal 
from oneself the possibility that it may well have been 
otherwise, and that in regard to many points of detail 
and many passages there is still room for the hypo- 
thesis of several written sources and even of depend- 
ence upon oral tradition. In this connection a great 
number of other questions arise which cannot be 
passed by. The most important are the following :— 

1. Is it not possible that after the publication of the 

1 Here of course difficulties begin at once. It is not always a 
simple matter to determine the limits of these sections; different 
opinions may be held as to the origin of the doublets which are 
found both in St. Matthew and St. Luke; and in regard to a few 
important sections, it must remain doubtful whether they are not 
mutually dependent upon a much earlier source, which is thus not 


identical with the main source. 
ix 
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gospel of St. Luke and St. Matthew the one was so 
much corrected from the other! that the task of 
settling the text of the source has been rendered very 
difficult ? 

2. Did St. Matthew and St. Luke use the same 
recension of Q? Or did the former use it in one form 
(Q2), the latter in another (Q 2, Q 3%, Q 4, &c.)? 

3. If Q first existed in Aramaic, did one or both of 
the evangelists pay attention to this Aramaic original,? 
and occasionally make use of it ? 

4, Since it is a priort probable that neither of the 
two evangelists quite exhausted the contents of the 
source, in which of them is it best reproduced both 
in regard to extent and arrangement? and which of 
the passages that are transmitted to us by only one 
of our authorities belong nevertheless to the source ? 

5. Judging from the investigation of those sections 
which may be with certainty assigned to the source, 
are we to regard Q as a collection of sayings or a 
“gospel”? And is it possible that the answer to 
this question may afford us a principle by which we 
may decide whether doubtful sections belong or do 
not belong tothe source? Or, if this question cannot 
be answered, is it not hopeless to attempt to determine 
the extent of Q? 

These problems, so numerous and of such intense 
importance, seem to render it so difficult to answer 
the question: What is Q? that one can easily under- 
stand a person of sceptical mind refusing to concern 

1 Compare, for instance, Blass’s reconstruction of the text of 
St. Matthew (“ Evang. sec. Matth. 1901”). 


2 It is quite certain that in general both used one and the same 
Greek translation. 
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himself with it. Yet, on the other hand, such scepti- 
cism is only permissible when there is distinct proof 
of the hopelessness of all attempts to solve the 
question. But no proof of such a kind has as yet 
been produced. It is true that Q has been much 
written about and investigated by Weiss, Holtzmann, 
Wendt, and Wernle, and by other scholars following 
their lead, last of all by Wellhausen—though it is 
strange how much more attention has been devoted 
to St. Mark; but as yet no work has appeared which 
takes into account all the details. Such a work ought 
in the first place to confine itself with rigorous ex- 
clusiveness to the non-Markan passages which are 
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke; to subject 
these to a thorough investigation from the point of 
view of grammar, style, and literary criticism in 
general, and after having thus gained a firm stand- 
point, to see what definite results may be deduced. If 
such an investigation fails of its aim—that is, if it is 
shown that nothing connected or distinctive is evolved 
from the study of the passages in question—then it 
follows that Q vanishes as a tangible entity, indeed 
disappears altogether, and accordingly that the pro- 
blem of the relationship between St. Matthew and 
St. Luke in those parts which are not covered by 
St. Mark is declared to be insoluble. The necessary 
consequence of this would be that the discourses and 
narratives contained in these portions of the gospels 
(whether in sections of greater or smaller extent) 
would have to be dealt with each by itself. 

Up to the present, however, there has been no final 
settlement of the preliminary textual question—in 
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which of the two gospels do these sections appear in 
their more original form? If we seek counsel among 
the critics we only meet with unconvincing statements, 
that both evangelists allowed themselves to make 
numerous changes and revisions of the text, while it 
is usually added that on the whole more trust is to 
be placed in St. Luke than in St. Matthew... One 
seeks in vain for a proof of this thesis, in so far as its 
feeble character at all permits of one, and even the 
question which at once suggests itself—What are then 
the points of view and the principles in accordance 
with which St. Matthew and St. Luke have respec- 
tively corrected the source ?—is propounded by scarcely 
a single critic. The situation here is the same as in 
the case of a dozen other important problems of the 
criticism of the gospels: men soar away into sublime 
discussions concerning the meaning of “the Kingdom 
of God,” the “Son of Man,” “ Messiahship,” &c., and 
occupy themselves with investigations into the “‘ history 
of religion,” and with problems of genuineness, in the 
light of “higher” criticism (as if the critic were in- 
spired with absolute knowledge of historical matters 
from some secret source); while the “ lower” problems, 
whose treatment involves real scavenger’s labour in 
which one is almost choked with dust, are passed by 
on the other side. Or where this is not the case, the 
investigation is still never carried far enough; it 
breaks off prematurely, and the critic rests satisfied 
with work only half done. Hence the wretched plight 

1 Wernle forms an exception. This scholar has shown that apart 
from some instances of severe revision the text appears in a more 


trustworthy form in St. Matthew. His work on Q is quite excellent 
but not detailed enough. 
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in which the criticism of the gospels finds itself in 
these days, and indeed has always found itself !—with 
the exception of the work of a few critics, and apart 
from the Markan problem, which has been treated with 
scientific thoroughness. 

But even in the case of the Markan problem much 
important work remains to be accomplished by the 


1 This wretched state of affairs is apparent above all in the case 
of those who are compelled to take their knowledge of the criticism 
of the New Testament at second-hand, or have condemned them- 
selvec to this unassuming intellectual position. They are like reeds 
swaying with the blasts of the most extreme and mutually exclusive 
hypotheses, and find everything in this connection which is offered 
them ‘‘ very worthy of consideration.” To-day they are ready to 
believe that there was no such person as Jesus, while yesterday they 
regarded Him as a neurotic visionary, shown to be such with con- 
vincing force by His own words, if only these are rightly interpreted, 
which words by the way have been excellently transmitted by 
tradition. To-morrow He has become for them an Essene, as may 
be proved likewise from His own words; and yet the day before 
yesterday none of these words were His own; and perhaps on the 
very same day it was accounted correct to regard Him as belonging 
to some Greek sect of esoteric Gnostics—a sect which still: remains 
to be discovered, and which with its symbols and sacraments repre- 
sented a religion of a chaotic and retrograde character, nay, exercised 
a beneficial influence upon the development of culture. Or rather, 
He was an anarchist monk like Tolstoi; or, still better, a genuine 
Buddhist, who had, however, come under the influence of ideas 
originating in ancient Babylon, Persia, Egypt, and Greece; or, 
better still, He was the eponymous hero of the mildly revolutionary 
and moderately radical fourth estate in the capital of the Roman 
world. It is evident, forsooth, that he may possibly have been all of 
these things, and may be assumed to have been one of them. If 
therefore one only keeps hold of all these reins, naturally with a 
loose hand, one is shielded from the reproach of not being up to 
date, and this is more important by far than the knowledge of the 
facts themselves, which indeed do not so much concern us, seeing 
that in this twentieth century we must of course wean ourselves 
from a contemptible dependence upon history in matters of religion, 
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“lower” criticism, and remarkably little is to be 
found in our books on the question of the relation- 
ship of Q to St. Mark. “The problem of the 
literary relationship between Q and St. Mark must 
at least be propounded and needs thorough in- 
vestigation. It is indeed most extraordinary, to use 
only a mild expression, that such an investigation 
up to the present has never been set on foot” 
(Wellhausen, “ Einleitung in die drei ersten Evan- 
gelien,” s. 73). ‘The last remark is scarcely correct; 
several scholars have occupied themselves with the 
problem. But Wellhausen’s astonishment is never- 
theless quite justifiable. If the criticism of the 
gospels had been carried on methodically, so that 
each scholar stood as it were upon the shoulders of 
his predecessor, this cardinal problem would neces- 
sarily have been thoroughly discussed long ago, the 
whole material for discussion would have been set 
in order, and the definite and final conclusion would 
have been drawn. Instead of this everything is still 
enveloped in a cloud of uncertainty, and amid the 
dearth of preliminary studies of a connected and 
scientific character, we can easily understand how it 
has come to pass that Wellhausen has produced a 
solution of the problem which has this merit, that 
by its very paradox it has summoned theologians 
to descend from the airy heights of their critical 
speculations and to gird themselves for strenuous 
labour as hewers in the mines of knowledge. 

In the following treatise I begin by ascertaining 
the relatively original text of the sections which are 
exclusively common to St. Matthew and St. Luke, and 
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by deducing at the same time the points of view and 
the principles according to which each of the two 
evangelists has worked—that is, has edited the hypo- 
thetical common source. Before coming to a conclusion 
as to the most approximately original text of St. 
Matthew and St. Mark, I have thoroughly worked 
through the texts adopted by Blass, Wellhausen, and 
others, together with the editions of older scholars. I 
have convinced myself anew of a fact that I had already 
learned at the time of my studies on the text of the 
Acts—namely, that Blass has assigned far too great 
weight to the testimony of the important Codex D 
with its satellites, as well as to the isolated readings of 
other authorities (Chrysostom !), In my opinion, even 
Wellhausen goes too far in this direction. Neither 
can I recognise that the text of St. Luke has had the 
subsequent influence upon the text of St. Matthew 
which Blass supposes; indeed, as compared with him, I 
keep much more closely to the text of Westcott and 
Hort. 

As is well known, the sections of St. Matthew and 
St. Luke which concern us are of such a character 
that a very considerable portion of them occurs in 
practically verbal similarity in the two gospels, while 
another (very small) portion shows variations which 
are so great as to compel us to doubt whether it is 
even possible to accept in their case the hypothesis of 
acommon immediate source (vide p. v). In between 
lies the great mass of the remaining sections, which 
show more or less numerous and important variants. 
The first group has the great advantage in that from 
it we are enabled to draw conclusions of the highest 
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probability. I have therefore divided the material 
into three parts, and I shall first consider those sec- 
tions in which the differences between St. Matthew 
and St. Luke are comparatively very slight. Equipped 
with the results of this investigation, I shall proceed 
' to the examination of the second group, in which 
the differences are more numerous. I shall then, 
only after the fashion of an appendix, deal with 
those sections in which the difference is so great that 
one must seriously doubt whether they belong to Q. 
They include only one saying and two parables. 
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CHAPTER I 


THE ANALYSIS AND THE TEXTUAL INVESTIGATION OF THE 
NON-MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO ST. MATTHEW 


AND ST, LUKE (Q). 


St. Matt. iii. 7°: Tevr- 
’ a , e id 
para éx.dver, Tis brédeEev 
guyey TIS 
> nw 
opyis ; (8) 
> ‘ e) 
Toujcare ovv Kapmov a&tov 
Ths petavolas: (9) Kat py 
dognre Aevyew €v EavTois* 
if wa A aN 
matépa éxouev Tov ’AB- 
paau Aéyw yap tuiv dre 
dvvatat 6 Beds ex THY ALOwY 
ToUTWY éyeipar Téxva TH 
'ABpaau. (10) yon O€ 7} 
akivn mpos THY piCav TY 
devdpwv Keira may ovv 


e - > A 
ULL amo 


peAAovans 


dévd pov ) Towouy Kap7rov 
See ie et 
EKKOTTTETAL KQAL Elo 


(12) 


A 
KaAov 


mp Barrera. . . 


= St. Luke iii. '7°, 8, 9, 17, 


4 2 , 
Kap7rous a€ious 
A 
ad] 
y+ ’ ¢ A 
apénabe €v eavTols pro- 


bably wanting 
[duvaros 2] 


dé Kal 


1 Wellhausen omits caddy, because it is wanting in Syr. Sin., and 


because the contrast lies between “fruitful and unfruitful.” 


But 


Syr. Sin. by itself is too weak an authority. St. Luke has the 


word, and logic ought not to have the casting vote, 


Besides caddy 


could easily fall out of the text after xaprdv. 
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A , ’ ~ 4 

ov TO mWTVOV Ev TH XELpL 
wn 4 ~ 4 

avrov, kal dtaxaBapet Thy 
a A fi 

dAwva avTov Kal ouvaget 


avrot (Tov) diaxabapat 
Kal cuvayayeiy (?) 


TOV GiTov avuTOU Eig THY 
> , A A + 
aroOnKny, TO oe axupov 
KaTakavoet Tupi ac Béorw. 

Verse 11 (= Luke iii. 16) stands also in St. Mark; 
there and in Q it had essentially the same form; in Q 
it ran as follows :— 


avrov pr. perhaps wanting, 
avrou sec. certain. d7o- 
Oxjknv (avTov) 


voaTt BarriGw vuas (with- 
out év and evs weray.), as 
in St. Mark. The remain- | 
ing variants in St. Luke 
are likewise due to the in- 
fluence of the Markan text. 
ayiw is very doubtful. 


eyw wey vas BamriCo 
ev voaTt els wer avouay" 6 
oe Orlow (LOU €PXOMEVvOS 
laxuporepos beou eOTLY, ou 
ovK elut (Kavos TA U7T00)- 
MaTa Bacraca . avr os 
vuas Barrice év TvevmaTt 
ayiw Kat qupl. 

The few variants are easily explained ; almost always 
St. Luke appears as the evangelist who has altered the 
original text. He has substituted the plural capzovs 
for the not very logical singular; he has replaced uy 
dd—nre by uy apEnoOe (a favourite phrase of his); 1 
he has improved the construction by the infinitive 
(dtaxabapa),? and instead of the more pregnant ex- 


1 Yet this is not quite certain. J. H. Moulton (‘‘A Grammar of 
N. T. Greek,” 1906, p. 15) thinks, on the contrary, that dptnaée is 
more original, because itis a Semitic idiom (so also Dalman and 
Wernle); but it is frequently found in St. Luke even where he is 
independent of Q, and seems to have been used by him purposely 
(in imitation), 

* It is questionable whether St. Luke wrote cuvayayeiv, or ovvdée 
with St. Matthew; the authorities are evenly balanced on this 
point. At all events, cvvdie: stood in Q. 
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pression, “his wheat into the barn,” he has inserted 
the smoother phrase, “‘the wheat into his barn.” Kai 
in verse 10 is added by St. Luke to give more flexi- 
bility to the construction, as in the case of St. Matt. 
xxiv. 28, and elsewhere. ‘Ihe style is also improved 
by the placing of vdari (without éy) at the beginning. 
Probably the reading duvards is original in St. Luke, 
_ but it was substituted for the reading of the source by 
the evangelist himself. In St. Matthew and St. Mark 
it is never used of a person; see, however, St. Luke 
i. 49; xiv. 31; xxiv. 19, and four passages in the 
Acts.—St. Luke perhaps wrote: kal tov mev oitov 
ouvaget els amroOynKnv, We cannot be certain that 
—eig weravoray belonged to Q; yet it is very probable 
that it stood in the source, for its absence in St. Luke 
is not decisive, seeing that St. Luke follows the text 
of St. Mark; and seeing, moreover, that weravora does 
not occur in St. Matthew except in this section from 
Q, it is not probable that that evangelist added it 
of his own initiative. (On the other hand, in other 
passages petavora is purposely added by St. Luke; 
here however it could the more easily fall out of the 
text, seeing that it has no corresponding antithesis in 
the following clause.) The end of the verse as it 
stood in Q can no longer be restored with certainty. 
In St. Mark the text ran éy rvevuati ayiw; in St. 
Matthew, éy mvevuate ayiw cat upi; in St. Luke, 
. €y mvevpart Kat rupi (in both cases Syr. Sin. gives the 
words in the reverse order). It is therefore most pro- 
bable that Q read éy zvpi, for this phrase only is 
covered by the succeeding clauses which do not 
develop évy mvevmatt ayiv. 


4 THE SAYINGS 


St. Matt. vi. 21: dzrov 
yap [eorw] 0 Onoavpos 
cov, éKei [éoras] Kal 4 
kapdia cov. (22) 6 Avxvos 
TOU TapmaTos éoTW 6 Op- 
Oaruos. éav ovv 7 6 op- 
Oaru.0s cov amAovs, dAov 
TO cua cov wrewvov 
€orar’ (23) éav de 6 
SpOanos | gov Tovnpos 7h, 
dAov TO coma cou oKOTEL- 
él oUV TO pas 

WES A ig ’ , ‘\ 
TO €V GOL OKOTOS EaTiV, TO 
oxoTos Toor! (24) ovdeis 
dvvarat dual Kupious Sov- 
Never 77 yep. Tov eva 
muorioet Kat Tov repo 
aryamroret, 7 évos avOeEerat 
kat Tov érépou KaTa- 

, ts 

pporjce’ ov divacbe Oe 

f 3 ‘A = 

Sovhevew kat. pamwve. 
~ ie a 

(25) dca TOUTO NEeyw UULY, KAN 

Mepuuvate TH oxy Uuar 

, i A! aA , 
ti payne, MNde TO THUATL 
Uuov tl evdvoncbe* odyi 
€ A aft > a 
D7 Wuxi mAElOv EcTLY TIS 
Tpopis kal TO Goma TOU 
évduuatos; (26) éuBré- 
Ware eis Ta TeTewd Tod 
ovpavod, Ort ov o7elpou- 
aw ovde OnpiCovery ove 
Tvvaryouvow eis arobijxas, 


vov eral. 


OF JESUS 


=St. Luke xii. 34; xi. 
34, 35; xvi. 13; xii. 22- 
31. For cov both times 
vuov, Probably cov after 
opOaduds pr. 
oy e c oe ae 
oTav 0... amAovs 7] 
S et 
Kat OAov 

> > > | 
eoTL erav 
6 opOaruos cou om. 

4 \ , o 
Kal TO g@ua cov (om. OX.) 

éorTat om. 

‘4 A ~ 
bn TO Pas 

Faas 
Tocov om. 


a 
OKOTEL OUY 

A , 
TO CKOTOS 

, A wey 
ouders OlKeTNS 


vuwy om. 


Uuoy OM. 


1 yap xa 


KaTa- 
vonrare TOUS kd paxas 
without tov oupavou OUTE 
oUTE ols OUK 


»” a SANS , 
éoTly Tapmerov ovde amroOiKn 


INVESTIGATION 
Kal 6 TATHP VUBY 6 ovpartos 
Tpéper avta: ovy veils 
peadXdov dvapépere auT@v ; 
(27) tis de €& tuov [LE pte~ 
vev dvvarat 7 poo Oeivat emt 
Thy mrixiay avTou mxuy 

(28) Kat Tept évou- 

: < 

MATOS TL MEPLLVATE ; KaTG- 
uadere Ta Kpiva TOU ary pou 
TOs WEAVOVT LY" OU KOTLOTW 
ovde Povew (29) eyo be 
vey OTL ove Zohomov ev 
racy TH doen avTou Tepte- 
Barero 
(80) ef de Tov yoprov Tov 
ee ” ‘ 
aypov oipepov ovTa Kat 
avptov ets KAiBavov BadXo- 
pevov 6 Oeos ovTws aucpiev- 
yuo, ov 7oAA® maddov 
vuas, odvyomiato ; (31) 
py ovY pepluvipTnTeE de- 
ryovTes* caf paywpev ; a 
miwmev; 4 Th rept Baro- 
peBa ; : (32) mavTa yap 
TAUTA TO. evn emiCyrovow" 
oidev yep. O TATHP Uw O 
oupavios Ort xenCeTe TOU- 
twv aravtwv, (33) Curetre 
Oe Tparov TH Bacihetay 
Kal THY Sucauoadvyy avrou, 
TWUTAa TaYTA Tpoc- 


os €v ToOUTwY. 


SY 

Kal 
, € A 

TeOnoeTat vpiy. 
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kal 6 Oedg (om. v. 6. oup.) 
> , , a 
avTous* Trogw padXov 
Um. dap, TwV TeTEWo ; 


éva om. In place of verse 
27 4 ’ 

28: ef ody ovdE éehayioTov 
, , 4A vas 

duvac Ge, TL Tept Tw Aot- 

TOY MEplLvaTE ; KaTAVON- 

, , ~ yy 

TaTe TE Kpiva, THs OTE 
, aS € , 

bet ore vpatver* 

ort om. 


év aype TOV Xop- 


la 
TOV OVTA ormEpov 


TOTw for ov 7roAX. 
Kal UES LY 
- , , A , 
Cnreire Te cbaynte Kat Tt 
TinTe, KaL pn weTewpiCer De 
(for verse 31) 
TAUTA yap (wavra) 
7. €Oyn TOU KOTMoU 
e ue, > 
Um. O€ 0, TAT, oldEv 
(without 6 ovp.) 
aTravrwy om. mAnv Cnt. 
7.Bac.atro0(without 7 po- 
Tov and x, T, dtkatoc.) 
mwavra om, 
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The variants in St. Luke, in so far as they are of 
a stylistic character, appear throughout as secondary 
readings (corrections in style). This is especially clear 
in the case of cxo7e: (cxo7eiv is wanting in the gospels 
but occurs several times in St. Paul), also in the three 
instances where St. Luke removes the rhetorical ques- 
tion for the sake of smoothness (a correction which, as 
we shall see, he makes in other places), also in the 
pedantic addition of ockérys (wanting in the gospels 
but occurring in Acts x. 7; Rom. xiv. 1; 1 Pet. 
ii. 18), in xatavojoatre (constantly used by St. Luke) 
twice substituted for éu8Aé)acGe ets and for the un- 
usual word xcatauabere, in rocw prefixed to uadXov, 
in room for ov zoAX@, in the kal which is added, as 
so often, in verses 22, 23, in ols ovk éorTw Tam, ovde 
a7o@jxn (improvement in style), in the feeble moral 
reflection ef oy ovdé éAaxioTov dvvacbe (TO EAdyLrToV 
is in the New Testament exclusively confined to 
St. Luke, vide in addition to this passage xvi. 10; 
xix. 17) vi rept tov Aoimay mepivate ;—also the 
absence of éva with mhXvy is probably secondary ; 
likewise the sentence rae ote jOer ovTe vpaiver, for 
avgavougr, appeared to be unessential; and daiver is 
a stylistic improvement upon comi@ow. In St. Matthew 
verse 28, St. Luke has replaced “clothing” by ra 
Aowra, while in St. Matthew verse 31, he omits it 
altogether; it was evidently a matter of less anxiety 
to him than to the native of Palestine. In the same 
passage he has replaced the somewhat feeble uy 
Meptwvijonte Aéyovres by the strenuous prohibition: 
kat vers (one of the few cases where St. Luke has 
the pronoun when it is wanting in St. Matthew) 
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wn Cyreite, and thus leads up to the (yre?re of 
St. Matthew verse 33 ((yreiv is much more frequent 
in St. Luke than in St. Matthew) ; again zAyy is inserted 
by him (it is found five times in St. Matthew, fifteen 
times in St. Luke). The phrase wy werewpiere is 
singular both in St. Luke and in the New Testament. 
No certain interpretation can be given of the phrase 
as found here (it occurs in Philo, Sirach, Plutarch, and 
the medical authors). It may mean either “be not 
high-minded,” or “seek not after high things,” or 
“be not covetous,” or “be not driven hither and 
thither (by cares).” If the word stood in Q it is not 
without significance for determining the plane of 
culture of the first translator of the source; but it 
is much more probable that St. Luke inserted it in 
place of +i wepiBardueba. In this case it is to be 
taken in the same general sense as the phrase pre- 
viously inserted by him: ti wept Tov Aovrov pepywvare. 
On the other hand, the text of St. Luke is, as it seems, 
to be preferred where the phraseology is less biblical 
and liturgical than that of St. Matthew; thus where 
he reads rovs Kopakas, 6 Oeos (for o Tarip | Ueoy 6 ovp.), 
Ta. Kpiva (without Tou arypov) and éy ayp@ Tov xopTov 
Or XY. 7. arypou), in the omission of 6 oupavos 
(with Tarip), in the expression ta €Ovn TOU KooMou 
(r.xoow. is unnecessary in the language of the 
Bible), in the omission of Tp@Tov and ry dicatocvyny, 
II paroy indeed is wanting in some authorities for the 
sa of St. Matthew, and dicaocvyy as an element in 
the gospel proclamation of the synoptists is found 
only in St. Matthew. And yet ra retewa Too ovpavod 
is perhaps to be preferred to rovs xopaxas, for St, Luke 
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uses this expression also in the parable of the Mustard 
Seed (vide infra) and in ix. 58. He may have pre- 
ferred to use a more specific word in this passage, 
because of the specific word (ra xpiva) which follows. 
Tov xécmov may also have been added by St. Luke. 


St. Matt. vii. 1: My 
Kplvere, wa py KpiOyre. 
(2) & @ yap Kpiwart 
kpivete KpiOjced Ge, Kal ev 
@ MET PW METPELTE MET PN- 

ra 5 ' 
Ojcera vuiv. (3) Tt de 
Bréres TO Kapdos TO év 
Tt? OPOaAUM TOU adeh pov 
gov, Thy o€ €Y TO OO 
opladrue Soxov od Kkara- 
voeis; (4) ) mas pets TH 
adeAPy cou: ades éxBarw 
TO Kappos éx Tov opOanr- 
ov cov, Kat (oov 4 SoKds 
év To OpOadrtue cov; (5) 
€ , ae x “ 
vmoxpiTa, ekBare rpaTor 
€k TOU O*@Oadmov cou TH 
doko, kai TOTe SiaBrAEergs 
by a \ , ’ - 
éxBaNeiv TO Kapdos &« TOO 
opbarwod Tov adehpod 
cov... (7) alreire, Kat 

, € ol a 

Sobijrer an UpAtv Gireire, 
Kal evpyoeTe’ KpoveTe Kat 
avouynoerat vuiv. (8) was 

A e bo ' 4 
yap 0 arav AauBaver, cat 


St. Luke vi. 37, 38, 41, 
42; xi. 9-13; vi. 31. 
kat ov stands for iva. 
ev @ .. . KptOjcerOe Kat 
wanting; the thought is 
developed in a quite dif- 
ferent way. éy wanting. 


avr yet pyOjrerat 


A A A , 

Thy O€ Ook, THY ev T, 
idl od. 

mas (without 7) ddvaca 

A€éyeuw aderpeé, aes 

TO Kappos TO eT oO 

’ 4 ’ , : 

wou GQUTOS T. ev T. op- 

Oaduo o. doxov ov Bérwr; 


T. 
Sokov ék T. op). aou 
T. Ka pos TO eV 
T. op. T. aderd. cov 
ex, 


avorxOjoer a ? 
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o Grey ebpioxet, Kat TO 
(9) 


i TIs cor e€ vay ay- 


Kpovo VTL avouyioeral. 


Opwros, ¢ ov airiiget 0 yids 


avTov apTov, py didov 
eriowre alto; (10) 7 Kat 
s ‘ See ‘ » 

ixOvv airyce, py oy 


eriwcet avto ; (11) & ody 
ULES Tovnpot OvTEs OldaTE 
z , ‘ , 
[deuara] ayaba diddvat 
r , ~ 
Tois TEéKVOIS UmaV, OTH 
~ e A ¢ ~ € 
adrAov Oo TAaTHP UUOV oO 
€v Tots oupavois Ovoet 
A a an , 
ayaba Tois airovow avon ; 
G = 
(12) wavra ovy doa eav 
OeAXnte Wva Tolwow vpiv 
” A a“ 
ot avOpwrrot, OUT WS Kal UmeElS 
- , 
ovTos yap 
, § 
eoTW O VOMOS KAL OL TpO- 
pura. 


- ° a 
TOLELTE AUTOLS* 
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Tiva 0€ e& UM. T. 
TaTépa airijoret 6 vlog 
ixOuy, my avrt ixBvos opy 
QUTW emuwrel; 7 Kat airi- 
Tel WOV, My at ey avTo 
oKopTiov; 


€ , wy 
UTAPXOVTES for ovres 


@9. 
Upey wanting. 2 e& 
oupavob 
] ’ 
mvevua dyov for ayaba 
kal 
xabws OédeTe 
oUTWS Kal Upmels OM. 
id , ) a 
perhaps ouoiws after avrois. 
otros . . . mpopyrat 
wanting. 


Here again we see at once that in matters of style 


Q is represented more closely by St. Matthew ; 


this 


is very plain, ¢.g., in the case of tva > xa! ov, of ravTa 
obv 60a éav > kat xaOws, and of dvres > Umapxovres 
(srapxew is a favourite word with St. Luke). ’Ev 6 
yap Kpivate kpivere kpiOijoer Oe must be judged original ; 

the parallelism with what follows was disturbed by St. 
Luke, because he inserted clauses parallel to uy xpivere 
(viz. Kat my KaTaOLKACeTE kal ov pn KaTaduacOAre: 
GmonveTe, Kat amoAvOycerQe* didoTe, Kat doOjcera 
bmiv’ wéTpov Kadov TETLET MEVOV TETAALUMEVOY UTTEPEKXUY- 


10 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


vomevov Sorovety es Tov KOATOV Uuay, perhaps derived 
from a Q which varied from the Q of St. Matthew). 
’‘Adeddé is certainly interpolated by St. Luke; the 
vocative is wanting in St. Matthew and St. Mark—on 
the other hand it is very frequent in the Acts; the 
vocative singular occurs also in Acts xxi. 20. The 
Lukan variant to St. Matt. vii. 9, 10 (“egg ” and “ scor- 
pion” for “loaf” and “stone,” and in reverse order) is 
problematical. The text of St. Matthew has a more 
natural sound; St. Luke is perhaps influenced by a 
Greek proverb or he possessed another recension of Q. 
He manifestly improves the text by replacing av6pw7os 
and 6 vios avrov by “father” and “son” (the text 
which Wellhausen prefers is scarcely the right one; 
tig comes from St. Matthew). A serious alteration 
in the sense is effected by St. Luke’s substitution of 
mvetua dywov for aya0a, his preference for this con- 
ception is well known. 

The text of St. Matthew is subject to objection in 
only two passages. He has replaced 6 rarnp 6 é€ 
ovpavot (vide St. Luke xi. 16) by his usual phrase, 
6 TATIP UuoV O év Tots ovpavots, and in accordance 
with his own purpose and aim he has added to the 
“Golden Rule” the sentence: “For this is the Law 
and the Prophets.” 


St. Matt. viii. 19: kat St. Luke ix. 57-60. ™po- 
poorer Oowy els ypaumarers oen8, eis yeauu. om, etrév 
eimev avT@: diwacKadre, TIS mpos avtov didacKade 
akoAovOijcw cot Orov éay om, 
amépxn. (20) Kat Aévye 


> 
el7rev 
enet Sa oT} a ec 09 , 

ait 6 ‘Ingots: ai ado- 
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‘ x a 

mekes CwAeous EXovTw Kal 
Ta TeTEWA TOU ovpavou 
KaTacKnvwcels, 6 O€ vLOS 
TOU avOpcw7rou ovK &xet 7OU 
THY kearny kAtyy, (21) 
or ‘ A : A > A Seer d ’ 
erepos de Tay paOyrav elev de TOs ETEPOV* ako- 
eiTeEV QUT" Kvpee, éritpe- RovOer mot. 6 O€ etzev* 
pov fot Tparov amren Oety KUpLE om. arren- 
KGL i Barat TOY matépa mov. Odv71i(-Ta) without Kat 
(225 6 de ’Incods Neyer _elzrev de adtw (withouto’I.) 

& Se ’ , 4 ’ A 
auto’ axohovbet Mot, Kat akoA..., katom, — add. 
aces Tous vekpous Garrat ov o€ ameAOwv duaryryeAAe 
TOUS EaUToV veK pous. thy Baciielavy Tov Oeov 

post vexpous. 


The Lukan text (corresponding to St. Matt. 
viii. 21-22) is certainly clearer and so far better, 
but it is scarcely original. As the text runs in 
St. Matthew, it would have absolutely compelled a 
thoughtful writer to begin the passage with the com- 
mand of Jesus, acoAovGer wor. But the eis ypauma- 
tevs of St. Matthew must be omitted (St. Matthew, 
verse 21 of itself shows that it is a thoughtless 
interpolation ; Blass indeed strikes it out of the text, 
but on insufficient grounds). We must also omit 
Tov wabyrey, as well as the two vocatives of respect 
in verses 19 and 21, and 6 ’Incovs in verse 22. The 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be retained ; 
St. Luke has altered it almost everywhere (also zpos 
with accusative in place of the simple dative, as well 
as the participle in place of the infinitive or the finite 
verb belong to his style)—The concluding addition 
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in St. Luke can scarcely have stood in Q, for (1) 
dvayyéAew occurs again in the New Testament only 
in Acts xxi. 26 (also in Rom. ix. 17 in a quotation 
from the LXX); (2) the axoAovOer wor which is antici- 
pated in St. Luke required a substitute, which 
naturally had to be more emphatic than the simple 
akoAouGeiv. 


St. Matt. ix. 37: rore St. Luke x. 2. 
Néryet Trois maOnrais avTou' éAeyev oe T pos avTous 
Oo me Oepio mos moAus, ot 
oe épyarat oAlyou" (38) 
denOnte ovv Tov Kupiov 
TOU Oepicmov Orws exBadry épyaras exBarn 
épyaras els TOV Depi mov 
> tod 
auTou, 


The introduction in Q ran simply: Aéye a’tois or 
tois waOnrais av’tov,—St. Matthew gives the original 
order eB, épy.—Tote is often inserted by St. 
Matthew. 


St. Matt. x. 10°: a@&toe St. Luke x. 7°. 
yap 6 epyarns Ths Tpopis Tov pwicbou 
auTov, 


The labourer is worthy not only of his food, 
but also—so thinks St. Luke — of his hire; the 
original lies in St. Matthew. Seeing, however, 
how short the saying is, it must remain question- 
able whether we are justified in assigning it to the 
source. 
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St. Matt. x. 15: auyy St. Luke x. 12. duny om. 
Aéyw vuiv' avekTOTEpov Zodouors ev TH nuepa exéeuy 
éorat yy Lodduwv cai Vo-  avextdtepov era, 
pOppwv ev Hucpa Kpicews 
TH TOA exelvy, 


The order of the words is changed by St. Luke.— 
The words ev 7. 7. ék. are not quite certain either in 
wording or position, yet they must not be struck 
out, seeing that they correspond to the words of 
St. Matthew, while they are not interpolated from 
that gospel. We cannot determine whether Q had 
ev nuepa Kpicews (so four times in St. Matthew, 
wanting in the other evangelists), or év ty muépa 
éxeivy (SO, viz. in the sense of the Day of Judgment, 
twice in St. Luke, twice in St. Matthew, once in 
St. Mark). Perhaps the source read simply “ in the 
Day.” It is difficult to decide between yy 2. x. T. 
or simply Zodéuor, The former is the more prob- 
able, as yj = “land,” never occurs in St. Luke’s gospel, 
and in the Acts only in the speech of St. Stephen. 


St. Matt. x. 167: idov St. Luke x. 3. vrayere 
éyw amocTéAdw vuas ws add. ante Wov, éyw om. 
mpoBara év péerw AUKwY, apvas. 


uravyere is an addition of St. Luke in order to con- 
nect verse 3 with verse 2,—éyw is often struck out 
by St. Luke; the original word was rpd8ara (dpvas 
is more refined). For the rest, the remarks made 
upon St. Matt. x. 10° apply here also. It is 
questionable whether the saying belongs to Q. 
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St. Matt. x. 26: ovdev 
yap eoTly Kekaup evo 
da ’ ’ , 

Q ovK atroxadupOijcerat, 
Kat KpumrTov & ov yo O7- 
OeTAl. 


St. Luke xii. 2, 
yap 


6é for 


guryKexauyuevov 


St. Luke prefers composite words, and substitutes 


them for simple words. 


St. Matt. xi. 3: od e 
Oo COX Ouevos, 7) eTEpov ™pog- 
dok@pey ; (4) Kai aTroKpt- 
‘ ik 3) fal > ’ A 
Beis (6) Ino ots €LTTEV AUTOLS* 
mopevbevres arayyeihate 
yf , “a? , A , 
w@avyn a& akovete kai BreE- 
mete’ (5) TupAol avaBré- 
Tovgw Kat Xorol Tepira- 
Tovow, Aerpol caBapiCov- 
Tal Kal Kwol axovovcw, 
Kal vekpot éyelpovrat Kat 
TTwWXOl evaryyeCovrat: 
(6) Kat MaKaptos ect Os 
dv un cxavdadric)) év enol. 
(7)TrovTey oe TrOpevoevey 
npEato 0 'Incots Néyew 
A wy NX> {¢ 
ToIs OxXAOIS Tept Twavvou: 
‘eee , ° A + 
Tl ef Bare els THY Eonmov 
Oeacac bat; KaAamov vd 
dvémou gahevdpevov; (8) 
x ey 
aAAa Ti ee Dare iety ; 
avOpwmov ev MaXakois 
b] , , A € ‘ 
nuderméevoy ; idov of ra 
\ lal a 
Mahaka hopovyres év ois 


St. Luke vii. 20, 22-28; 
xvi. 16. a&AXov 


e 
1) Tne. om. 
D4 
el7Tare ? 
“a + ee , 
a €lOETE KQl HKOUVT ATE 


Kat om. 


Kat om. 


A 
Kat om. Kai om. 


ate Oovtwr 8s r. ayye- 
Aov ’Iwavy, npé. 0 
"Ine. om. Tpos. T. OYA, 


iuatiow add. 
of é€v fuaticuo evddEw Kat 
Tpupy vrapyxovres [ova- 
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otkors Tay Bacihéwv. (9) 
’ \ wo 3 ae5 
GAa ti e&jAOaTe ; mpo- 
piyrnv ideiv; vat Neyo vuly, 
Kal TEeplrTOTEpov 7 pogp)- 
Pa ee) ‘ 
tou. (10) ovros exw rept 
0 yéyparra (ov éyw 
° , X yA 
atvTogTeAAw TOV ayye- 
ACY Mov TPO TPOTHTOV 
gov, Os KaTacKevacel 
THY 600v cov éumpoo- 
Oév cov. (11) auny Aéryw 
Uuiv, OUK eyijryepTat ev 
yevintois yuvaiKev MelCoov 
"Iwavvov rot Bartiarov' 
6 0€ pukpoTepos ev TH 
Baorela Tov oupavay pel- 
? ‘ n~ 9 ] \ 
Cov avtou extiv, (12) azo 
o€ TOY [LE P@V ’Lwavvou 
tov Bartictov ews apt 
4 Baoirela Tay ovpavov 
BiaCerat, Biacrat 
apraCovow av’tiy., (13) 
TAVvTEs yap ot Tpopnrat 
Kat 6 vouos ews ’Iwavvov 
er popyreveay. 


\ 
Kal 
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yovtes ?] ev Trois BaciNelors 
eloly. idety; 
mpopiyryy,; 


Ow 
eyo om. 


auny om. 


pelCoov év very, yuv. ’Iway. 
’ / > 
(om. 7. Barr.) ovdels ear 


tou Qeou 


vers. 12 and 13 are in re- 
verse order; ver. 12 runs: 
> \ , € , cel 
aro TOTe 7 Bacivela Tov 
Beov evayyeriCerat, Kal 1as 
’ ’ A , 

els auTnV PraCerat. 

6 vomos K. of pod. méexpt 


bd , 
empodntevoay Oni. 


In the majority of cases there is no need of proof 
that here St. Luke’s recension is everywhere secondary 
(for the omission of éeya, cf St. Matt. x. 16; of 


anv, cf. St. Matt. x. 15); 


accordingly St. Matthew’s 


recension is to be preferred in the neutral cases (with 


the exception of o Incovs occurring twice). 


Ta 
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madaxa qopovvres is an awkward expression which 
offended St. Luke’s sense of style; tpuq7 is a word 
which is wanting elsewhere in the gospels, and there- 
fore is most probably to be ascribed to St. Luke. 
The present in verse 4 is changed by St. Luke into 
the more correct aorist. Ovx eyiryepta sounded to 
him too un-Hellenic. His rod @eod in the place of 
Toy ovpavoy may alone be original. What St. 
Matthew (Q) reads in verses 12 and 13 was as difficult 
for him to understand as for us. It is certain that 
St. Matthew, in distinction from St. Luke, has in the 
main preserved the original version—note particularly 
&ws &pTt,—because evayyeniCerOa is a favourite word 
with St. Luke. Also the unusual order of of 
mpopira Kat 6 vouos is original; was ei adtiy 
Aiaera is an attempt to explain the words of St. 
Matthew (Q). Are we then to suppose that St. Luke, 
who here everywhere shows himself to be less original 
than St. Matthew, is right in placing verse 13 before 
verse 12, and in inferring “continued unto” (in his 
rendering “the Law and the Prophets unto John ®) 
for “prophesied unto”? It is in his favour that his 
order of the sentences is more natural than that of 
St. Matthew. But does this decide the question ? 


St. Matt. xi. 16: tin Se 
OMOWTW THY yeveay Tal- 
THY; OMola eoTW Talos 
Kkabnuevors ev Tals aryopais, 
a Tporpwvovvra Tois éré- 
pos (17) Néyouaw: mirAy- 

nwa 
camev — vuly 


‘ ’ 
Kat OUK 


St. Luke vii. 31-85; 
x. 13-15, 21, 22. oBy (£. 38) 
Tous avOparrous T. yeveas 

, A , | v4 
TAUTHS Kal TIN Eloy Gmotot; 
Smoot elow ratd. Tots éy 
ayop. KaOnu. Kat Tpos Pw- 
vovow adXijAorg AéyouTes: 
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apxicag be: eOonncamev 
Kal ovuK exoryacbe, (18) 
HrAOev yep ‘Teoaviys mayre 
ecbiwy pire Kau 
Aéyousiv: datudvioy exet, 
(19) jAGev 6 vidos Tod ay- 
Oparov éoBiwy cat rivwy, 


TlVoY, 


Kat Aéyourw* tov avOpw- 
mos payos Kal oivororys, 
piros Kal ay.a.p- 
TWAGY. Kat edikaiwOyn 7 
copia aro TY [epyov ? 
Téxvev ?] aris. 

(21) oval cot, Xopa- 


Geir, oval cot, ByOoaiday: 


TEAwWVOY 


OTL et ev Tépe Kat Dlo@vt 
duvamets at 
TanXat 


éyévovro at 
yevouevar ev vuir, 
dv év caxkp xat ood@ 
merevoncav, (22) mAnv 
Ady vuiv, Tipo Kat LwWove 
, 
avexTOTepoy &rTar ev nuEpa 
, sl id lal ‘ 
kpicews 7 vpiv. (23) Kat 
, , Nie: 
ov, Kadapvaovp, bn ews 
’ 7 e , 4 
ovpavod ywbijcn ; Ews adov 
kataBnon. ... 
(25) év éxeivy TH kaipe 
atroxpiOels 6 joa ete" 
eEomodoryoumat ool, Tarep, 


KUpLE TOU ovpavou Kal THS 
78> OTL épurbas TAUTA 


? A lol .% ~ 
a7vro copay KaL GDUVETWY, 
‘ 
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exAavoare 
aprvbev ’Iwavy. [6 Bar- 


, , 4 x 
TisTys| unre éoOwy apTov 
, = 
MYTE Tivwy oivoy de- 


yeTE eA7jAvOev 
Aéyere 
pi A. TEA, 


, ~ 
TAVTWY TWV 
, Lae 
TEKVWY AUTNS, 


even Onoav 


KaOnuwevor weTevonoay 
Aéyw vuly om. 
(ev Ty 
, 
kpicet) 
éws TOU 


caraSiBacbynon 
év avTy TH Spa yyad- 
AlacaTO TH TvevmaTL TH 
avin Kat elev 


améxpurbas 


B 
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A 7 , 9 ‘ 

kat amexaduyas avira 
, , ¢« , 
wytriow* (26) vat, 0 raTnp, 
4 A ’ , > / 
drt ovTws evdoxia éyéveTo 
, 
eumpoobev cov. (27) ravta 
, \ ral 
Mot mrapeddOy UTO TOU 
, A > = >’ 
TaTpos pov, Kal ovdels érrt- 
‘ e\ s A , ra > e A 
yweoKe TOY viov & un 0 yuwoKel, Tis eoTW O vids 
ONAN \ o A , > e A 
TATHP, ovde TOY TaTepa . « . Kal TIS EoTLY O TATHP 
he , 3 A € es ’ A ° 7, 

Tis ETLylVwoKel El un O viog et un (without ywocKet) 

Ne A SN I e \ 
Kat @ éav BovAnrat 6 vids 
° 
atroxadtr au. 


St. Matt. xi. 16: The introduction is, as usual, 
more or less transformed by St. Luke. The inter- 
polation of of avOpwrot is an improvement in style 
though it is somewhat pedantic, but kal tin eicly 
duo or rather cat rin éotly duola, may have come 
from Q. Parallismus membrorum is frequent in Q; 
St. Matthew has often destroyed it from a desire for 
brevity. However, in what follows we can clearly 
discern St. Luke’s polishing hand, and that in spite 
of his Aéyovres. KAaiew is substituted by St. Luke 
for xowrecOa, he is fond of the former word (used 
by him eleven times, by St. Matthew only twice, in- 
cluding a quotation from the LXX). ’EAjAvOev 
(twice) for 7\Oev is an improvement from the historical 
standpoint of St. Luke, but he has thus thrown doubt 

. upon the saying as a genuine utterance of our Lord 
‘\(see Wellhausen on this passage). ”A prov and oivoy 
abe evidently interpolations, and moreover pedantic 
(for;.as a matter of fact, “eating and drinking” 


eo oe bread and drinking wine ”); like- 


." 
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wise Aéyere in St. Luke is a natural correction for 
the indefinite Xéyouow in St. Matthew.—7ayTwy must 
be regarded as belonging to the text of St. Luke, it 
is indeed a favourite word of his; but for this very 
reason we are justified in not assigning it to Q. 
Téxvey is the only intelligible reading; épywy is a 
variant which gives a sense most difficult to interpret, 
and which besides has only found its way into a part 
of the authorities for the text of St. Matthew. A 
thoughtless scribe was probably led by éd:cardOy to 
think of ya.—éyenjOycay, like the addition of 
KaOnuevot, is a stylistic improvement (so also the tov 
before ovpavov).—The two words caréBycav and xarte- 
PiBaCoy occur in Ezek. xxxi. 16, 17; St. Luke pre- 
ferred the latter form, perhaps because of its rhythmic 
likeness to vw6jon, I have given the passage, 
xl. 25-27 (St. Luke x. 21-22), in the form which 
must be adopted on the evidence of the manuscripts. 
But judging from the exceptionally numerous and 
ancient quotations of this passage, we may conclude 
with great probability that, on account of the import- 
ance of its subject-matter, already at a very early date 
it had experienced serious correction, and, moreover, 
(1) that both in St. Matthew and St. Luke wou was 
originally wanting after ratpos, (2) that the original 
reading in St. Luke was éyyw (not ywacxer),' (3) 
that the words roy vidy ef wy 6 Trarip, ovdé (and tis 


1 "Eyvw is found, for instance, in quotations by Justin. ‘‘ Apol,” i. 
63 (bis); “Iren.” i. 20, 3 (Markosians); ‘‘Tertull. adv. Marc.” 
ii. 27; Euseb, “Demonstr.” vy. 1; Euseb. ‘‘Eclog.” i, 12; Huseb, 
‘‘ Hist. Eccl.” i. 2, 2; Euseb. “Eccl, Theol.” i. 12; “ Dial. de 
recta fide,” i. p. 44, ed. van de Sande; Clem. ‘‘ Hom,” 17, 4; 18. 
4, 11, 13, 20. 
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éruyivooker) were perhaps originally wanting in St. 
Matthew (the corresponding words were certainly 
wanting in St. Luke).—év a’ry ty dpa is a specifically 
Lukan expression (occurring with him six times, never 
in St. Matthew); on the other hand, év ékeivw To 
caip@ is only found in St. Matthew (twice again), 
and most probably comes from Q.—jyaANacato T@ 
mrevpart T. ay. is Lukan; this does not need to be 
proved for 7. wv. tT. ay., while ayadXiay is used by 
him four times (gospel and Acts), and ayadXacis 
three times; it is wanting in St. Mark, and is found 
once in St. Matthew in the formal phrase: yaipere 
Kal ayia tao be.—arréxpupas is used by St. Luke 
for écpuas in accordance with his preference for 
compound words (vide supra on St. Matt. x. 26). 
Perhaps St. Matthew had already changed the very 
important aorist &yvw into the present (as if a time- 
less knowledge were intended), and this present was 
then also taken up into the text of St. Luke. 
"EXmiywécxetv can scarcely be more original than 
ywooker, With St. Luke’s substitution of ric 6 
marno for tov marépa, compare St. Luke y. 21; 
vii. 49; viii. 25; ix. 9. 

The text of St. Matthew is thus, apart from the 
present tense referred to, the more authentic. Except 
the omission in verse 16, the only alterations we may 
perhaps assign to this Evangelist are found in the 
solemn Aéyw vuiv, in the addition of amoxpiOels 6 
‘Incots to the introduction to verse 25, and in 
jpépa xpisews. In place of the last expression the 


source had perhaps év ty kpioe (see St. Matt. xii, 
41, 42). 
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St. Matt. xii. 27: cai 
’ ? A ’ 
e eyw ev BeedCeBovr 
’ , ‘ , i 
exBatrAw Ta Samora, of 
oN {yp ae! > , > Ul 
viot voy ev Tin éxBar- 
\ ~ 
Novew; dia TovTO av’Tot 
4 ~ 
KplTat écovTat vuov. (28) 
’ Oe bd , Pe 8 
el dé ev mrvevpatt Deo eyw 
, AQ 
exBarrw Ta datmona, apa 
epOacev ed’ vuas 7 Bact- 
Nea Tov Oeov. . . . (30) 
oO py ov per’ éuov Kat’ 
val , 
éuou eo, Kal 6 My cUVa- 
yov wey’ eu“ov aKop- 
miCe, . . « (32) Kat Og 
NX yy , ‘ ~ 
eav eimy AOyov KaTa TOU 
ae a9 , ° , 
viov Tov avOpdrou, adeO- 
ease a 2 oN oo 
cera avT@ Og 0’ dy etry 
‘ lad , a 
KATA TOU TVvEvMaTOS TOU 
Cyn 5) ’ , 
ayiov, ovk adeOjoerat 
QUT® oUTE €y TOUTH TH 
aA ya 9 ~ la 1 
al@v.i oUTE Ev TH LEAAOYTL. 


OM TTHE LEX T Q1 
Luke xi. 19, 20, 23; 


xii. 10. ef dé 
Ui. Kp. €o. 


, , 
daxrirg (f. arvevuare) 
€yw om. 


kal 1as 
Os épel ets (f. kara) 


TH O€ els T. GY. TY. 
Prac pnpjoavete 


oUTEe . . » [LeA- 
AovTt om. 


éyw is omitted by St. Luke (as in St. Matt. x. 16; 
xi. 10, and elsewhere), and the customary order of 
words is restored. The Lukan reading daxcrvAw seems 
at first sight the more original, but this is scarcely 


so. 


In spite of his liking for wvetya, St. Luke 


substitutes the Biblical expression (Exod. viii. 19; 


1 The Beelzebub pericope stood in Q as well as in St. Mark, but 
the text printed above is all that we can with certainty assign to Q, 
besides isolated words from the introduction—daipmorfbuevos, kwpis, 
Aarety, of 8A (perhaps also ééloravyro), and épyuotra: from St. 
Matthew verse 25 (St, Luke verse 17). 
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xxxil. 18; Deut. ix. 


10; Ps. viii. 4); he takes no 


offence at certain anthropomorphic phrases which 
have Biblical authority —wide i. 51: Boaxiwy Oeob, 


1 66 : xeElp Kuplou, i. 713: pKos TOU Oeou, 


‘The solemn 


concluding phrase of verse 32 (a verse which St. Luke 
has corrected in regard to style) may be an inter- 


polation by St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xii. 38: rore 
amexplOncay avT@® Twves 
TOY ypayparéwy Kat Dapt- 
calwy NéyorTes’ diWacKkane, 
OéXouev aro cov onpetov 
idety* (39) 6 Oe drroxpiBeis 
elmev avTois* yeved Tovnpa 
Kal MoixaNis ellat err l- 
Cnret, Kal onueiov ov doby- 
TETHL AUTH El My TO ONMELOV 
"Twa Tov moogyrov. .. . 
(41) audpes 
dag rij ovrat ev TH Kpices 
META Tis yeveas Tar ns Kal 
kar ax pwvovety auriy, 


N. vevelTau 


Ort 
MeTEVONTAY Els TO Kpuyna 
‘Teva, kat (ov amdelov 

"Twva dde. (42) Baciitooa 


voTou éyepOjcera év TH 


, ‘ an la 
KplTeL META THS ryeveds 
-. A 
TavTNS == Kau karaKpwvel 
’ 
avTnv, OTe HAOeY ex Tay 


(i 
TEepaTwY Tis yis axovcat 
THY copiay VorAouevos, kal 
idov wAciov DoAouavos Ode. 


St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 
82, 31. ETEpot de Tetpa- 
Cores on}Leiov && ovpavot 
eCxyTouy map’ avTou 


ipEaro Névyew 7 yevea 
avTn yevea Tovnpa eoTw* 
on[Lerov Ciret 
om. Tov tpodytov add. 
Kaus yap eyeveTo "Lwvas 
tots Nuvevelrais ONMELOV, 
ovTwWs ~rTat Kat 6 vids TOD 
avOpdrou TH yeved TAUTH, 


TOV avd pay T. yev. TAUT. 


’ , 
auTouS 


INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXT 23 


Either the verses 41 and 42 have been reversed in 
order by St. Luke, or what is more probable, verse 41 
was originally wanting in the Lukan text (vide infra), 

The introduction is transformed by both evan- 
gelists. The scribes and Pharisees, and the vocative 
diarkaXre, are peculiar to St. Matthew; the original 
introduction probably ran somewhat as follows :— 
(they said): @éAopuev azo cov onpeiov ideitv. In St. 
Luke the correcting hand of the stylist is here 
clearly traced; likewise 4 yevea x7X. is a stylistic im- 
provement. Again, poryadis is elsewhere avoided by 
St. Luke as a vulgar word. Here also, contrary 
to his usual practice (see, however, St. Matt. xi. 27), 
he replaces the compound verb by the simple Cire, 
because he appreciates the special meaning of the 
compound.—The respectful affix Tov Tpopyrov, was 
most probably added by St. Matthew.—rov ardpav 
is inserted by St. Luke; compare a similar insertion 
in St. Matt. xi. 16. 

The words xaOws yap... TH even TavTy in St. 
Luke are original (read, however, daep for cabs) ; 
St. Matthew has replaced them, or rather interpreted 
them as referring to the Descent into Hades, by 
verse 40: domep yap Av ’Lwvas ev TH KoWla TOU Kifrous 
Tpeis muse pas Kal T pels WKTAS, ouTws éorat 0 vids TOU 
avO pdrrov év TH kapola THS yns T pets peas Kat T pets 
vuxras, a clause which would never have been omitted 
by St. Luke if he had read it in his source. In Q 
the onuetov for the Ninevites lay simply in the preach- 
ing of Jonah (in disagreement with Wellhausen), that 
is, simply in the fact that a prophet had come to 
them.—The transposition of the two verses in St. 
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Luke can only be due to an ancient error of a scribe, 
unless with codex D and Blass we regard St. Matthew 
verse 41 = St. Luke verse 32, as an interpolation in 
the Lukan text. This is the more probable, in that 
here ris yeveas ravtns is not changed into Tay avd pav 
THs yeveas Tavtys, The verse, however, certainly 
stood in Q. The azoxpiOeis of verse 39 is in the 
style of St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xii. 43: dray St. Luke xi. 24-26. de 
dé TO axaBaprov mTveuua om. 
€E€AOn a0 TOO avOparrov, 
dvepxerat dv awd pwr TOTwY 
Cnt ovy avaTravolw, Kat oux uy 
evpicxet. (44) Tore Aéyet' edpicKxoy Eyer 
eis TOY OlKOV mov emtC- UTOTTP. Els T. Ol. ML, 
Tpevw 60ev e&jAOov" Kal 
éd Bor evpicker TxXoAaCovTa TxXoAaCovTa 
[kat] TerTapwucvoy Kat [kat] om. 
kekoouyuevoy, (45) Tore 
TopeveTat Kat Trapadap- 
Baver meO’ éavrod érra uel’ EavTov om. erepa 
TVveyUATA ToNpOTEpa Eav- TvEUM, €av- 
Tov Kal eiceAOdvTa KaTOol- Tov éxTa 
kel kel, Kal yiveTar Ta 
érxata Tov avOperrov 

? “A Zz 
Xelpova THY TOwTwY, 


Both uy and evpickov are improvements in style, so 
also the changed order of the words in verse 44°, and 
the substitution of troorpébw for emiaT pew (v70- 
otpepew is found in St. Luke [gospel and Acts] 
thirty-three times, never in St. Matthew and St. 
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Mark). The omission of cxoAaCovTa is intelligible, 
not so its addition; the same is true of ued’ éauTod. 
"Eepos is found in St. Mark never, in St. Matthew 
nine times, in St. Luke’s gospel thirty-three times; 
it has accordingly been added here. Tore pr. per- 
haps belongs to St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xiii. 16: vuay 
de paxaptor of opOaruol 
fal , A \ 9 
Ori BA€rovow, Kal Ta ora 
[vuav] bt axovovew, (17) 
° A X , € ~ 4 
any yap eyo vpiy, OTL 

: ‘ ~ A 
mo\Aot mpopyra Kat 
, > , SN A a 
Sixator ereOvunocay toe a 
Brérere Kat ov elday, Kat 

- 4A ’ 
axovcat & aKxoveTe, Kal ovK 


pt, Luke x; 23.) 24 
Uu@Y d€ OM. 
of BXérovtes & BXerere 
. . Gkovovoty om. 
Aéyw yap 
[kat Bacire7%s] for kat dikacot 
nOéAnoaY 
vues PAEr. [kau 
HKovTay om. ] 


A A 
KOE Ta, 
4A 
auny om. 


3 
GK. « « « 


MKOUT AY. 


Here St. Luke begins with a stylistic correction 
and with a pedantic simplification of the thought. 
Blass, following some authorities, is right in omitting 
the last seven words of St. Matthew from the text of 
St. Luke. The “hearing” was already wanting in 
St. Luke’s parallel to verse 16; and if the concluding 
sentence of verse 17 had appeared in St. Luke it 
should have read tmeis axovere (cf. the immediately 
preceding words of the Lukan text). Evidently St. 
Luke did not like it to be said that the prophets had 
not heard, only that they had not seen. ‘The emphatic 
vues is strange in St. Luke, seeing that this evangelist 
elsewhere is accustomed rather to omit the pleonastic 
personal pronouns of Q; but in this passage he had 
omitted the vuey at the beginning, and the vpeis is 
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not pleonastic where he places it—dyjv may possibly 
belong to the source, but may also have been inserted 
by St. Matthew. Kat Baoueis, in spite of its doubt- 
ful textual authority, must be regarded as belonging 
to the Lukan text; for its later addition cannot be 
easily explained, while it is explicable that it should 
have dropped out of the text. If, however, it stood 
in St. Luke, it stood also in Q, and the Sécacoz of St. 
Matthew is a correction due to this evangelist, who 
has a special liking for dccaoodyy, "HOéAncav for 
éreOUunoay is an obvious stylistic improvement (éz:- 
Oumety occurs only once elsewhere in St. Matthew). 
In Q, therefore, the saying ran essentially as it does 
in St. Matthew, with the exception of dikaor (and 
perhaps of the auyv). Note also the parallelism in 
St. Matthew. 


St. Matt. xiii. 33: St. Luke xiii. 20, 21. 
aAAny mapaBorny €\dAn- Kat wdrAw” eirev' tin 
TeV aUTOIS* Omola éotly } omowcw Tt. Bac. T. Oeou ; 
Baci\ela = rev ovpavev duola éoriy Cun 
Cun, iv AaBotoa yuvn) 

SPs, , ’ , , 
evéxpurbey eis aXevpou cata 

, 4 (Come , a 
Tpla, Ewe ob ECummdOn OAor, 


Here, apart from the introduction, all is identical. 
The Lukan introduction seems preferable, as St. Luke 
elsewhere is prone to transform rhetorical questions. 

Commentators rightly point out that most pro- 
bably the parable of the Mustard Seed, which is found 
in St. Matt. xiii. 31-32 =St. Luke xiii. 18-19, side 
by side with the parable of the Leaven, must also be 
assigned to Q, although it is also found in St. Mark 
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(iv. 30-32). Proof:—(1) The two parables are 
closely allied, and it is in itself improbable that 
they were handed down in tradition apart from one 
another; (2) they occur together in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; (3) the parable of the Mustard Seed has in 
these gospels a form which varies from that of St. 
Mark; (4) this form is akin to that of the parable of 


the Leaven. 


- Mark. 

\ a» A e 
Kal €Aeyev* TOs 0- 
powwdowpev THY Bact 
Aciav Tov Deov 7 ev 
tive advTivy Tapa- 

z A 
Boky Ope; as 

/ a 
KOKK@ TUWdTEWS, OS 
“ea > ‘A nm 
éTav oTapy €Tt THS 
yijs, pixpotepov dv 
TavTwY TOV OTreEp- 
> AY lal 
patwv TOV ert THS 
yijs, kal Orav orapy, 
avaBaiver Kal yive- 
rn F- 

Tat peiCov mTavTwv 
Tov Aaxdvov, Kal 

lal / VA 
moet KAdOous peyda- 
Aovs, dare SivarGat 
iS A X\ > nN 
UO THV TKLAV AVTOU 

nw > 
TO TETELVA TOU OVpa- 
a 

VOU KATATKyVOUP. 


Matthew. 
aAAnv tropa oAnv 
mapeOnkev avtois AéE- 
ywv' opotia éeotiy 
tq 4 lal . 
7 Bactd<ia Tov ov- 
pavav Kékkm owvd- 

a \ 
mews, Ov AaBav 
av@pwros €omet- 
pev €v TH Gypy av- 
TOU? O puKpdTepov 
pe eoTiv TavTwV 
TOV oTEppatov, 6- 

4A > col rf 
tav 6€ avénOy pei- 
(ov tov Aaxdvov 
eotiv kal yiveras 
dévdpov, date éX- 
Oeiy Ta merewda TOD 
otpavov Kat KaTa- 
oKnvovy é€v Tots 
/ > an 
KAGSots avTov, 


Luke. 
eheyev ody tive 6- 
/ J \ e 
poia extiv » Baot- 
/ na an \ 
Acta TOU Geod, Kal 
rive opordow abriy; 
bpola éoTly KOKK® 
owdmews, Ov da- 
A my” yy 
Bov dv@pwmos é- 
BaXev eis kfjrov é- 
lal \ ” 
avTOv, Kal nvEn- 
gev Kat éyéveto 
> , \ \ 
eis O€vdpoyv, kal Ta 
TETELVG TOU OvUpa- 
VOU KaTexKHVuCeEY ev 
lal 4 > 
Tots KAdgSots at- 
TOU, 


The text of Q accordingly ran somewhat as 


follows :—éAeyev' duola err 4 Bacirela Tot Oeod 
KOKK® owarrens, ov daBov avOpwrros éamreipey (scarcely 
PBarev) é ev T! aypy avr ou; Kal nvenoev Kat yiverau (cis) 
dévdpov Kat Ta TeTELA TOU OVpavOD KaTacKyvoi ev Tois 
kAddots avtov. It also seems to me that the intro- 


duction in St. Luke is original (ri opuota—avdrny) ; 
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St. Matthew abbreviates. It is noteworthy that St. 
Luke here shows himself to be independent of St. 
Mark, differing in this point from St. Matthew, and 
also follows a simpler construction than the latter 
evangelist, because he has kept closely to the source. 
On the other hand, the xj7ros of St. Luke is scarcely 
original (St. Matt. aypés—St. Mark 7), and the 
historic present of St. Matthew is to be preferred. 
The expression ta werewa Too ovpavov, in com- 
bination with xatacknvodv, is also found again in 
St. Matt. viii. 20=St. Luke ix. 58; ra werewa r. 
ovpavov again in St. Matt. vi. 26 (St. Luke has here 
0 KOpaxes). Koxkos civarrews also occurs again in St. 
Matt. xvii. 20=St. Luke xvii. 6; likewise avéavew, 
oreipev, and the pleonastic \aBdv, are again found 
elsewhere in Q. 


St. Matt.xv.14: rupdos St. Luke vi. 39: pojrt 
dé tupAdov  éav -odnyn,  dvvarat Tupros TuAov 
auporepor els BdOuvov odnyeiv ; ody! aucbdorepot eis 
TETOUVTAL, BoOvvoy éurerovvra ; 

The only difference is in the form, which is more 
full of life in St. Luke; but is his version to be re- 
garded as more original on that account? ’Edéy is 
very frequent in Q, and St. Luke has very often — 
changed it. St. Luke has replaced the simple 
mecovvra by the compound, as is often the case. 


St. Matt. xviii. 7: St. Luke xvii. 1: dvév- 

b] , > r & , , > cal \ 
avaykn eOeiv Ta crav- dexrov éotw Tod Ta CK, 
A o~ “~ 
Sada, mAyY ovat T® Gv= py erO, [ovat dé] TO 


Dow dt’ 05 TO cKavdadov avOpérm om. 70 oxdy- 
epXeTau. daAov om. 
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The first half of the saying is certainly most 
original in the version of St. Matthew (avayxy is 
found only here in this gospel, while it occurs a few 
times in St. Luke). Also the second half, because 
of the parallelism, is preferable in the form of St. 


Matthew. 

A ’ I 1 LY A 
TAY oval OY oval de, 

Ste Matta oxxiar, © 12: 
4 A € , € A 
OoTis Oe Wpworer €auTov 

A 
TaTewwOjoeTa, Kal darts 
vA ¢ \ € , 
TATELWWTEL EAUTOY vy wO}- 
oeTal. 


It is uncertain whether St. Luke wrote 


St. Luke xiv. 11. 
lad ¢ c ~ 
Tas Oo ver 
O TAaTrELVOV 


Transformation of the finite verb into the parti- 
ciple is frequent in St. Luke, likewise the substitution 


of was for és and éoTts. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 37: 
“TepovoaAju ‘Tepoveadrju, 
am } ‘ 

9] ATOKTELVOUTA TOUS TP0- 
gyras Kat ABoBorovca 
Tous aTerTaAMevous ™pos 
avTiy, Tocakts jOéAnoa é7t- 
ouvayayelv Ta TEKVA GOV, 
Ov TpOTroY Opus emicuvaryet 
Ta voria [avtis] vo Tas 

, A ? ? , 
mrépuyas, Kat ovK nQedr- 
gare. (38) idov adierat 
Yuiv 6 oiKos Uma épnpos. 
(39) Aéyw yap vty, ov pr 
pe WonTe am’ aprt bws dy él- 
TNTE* evAoyNMEVOS Oo épXo- 
mevos ev dvouatt Kupiou, 


St. Luke xiii. 34, 35. 


err l- 
cuvaka 
ériguvayet Om. 
THY EQUTHS vorotay 


épnjos om. 
yap om. [de ?] 
tOnTe [he am’ apr om. 
4 BI v of 
éws [dv 7En Ore] 
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Most of the variants are without significance, and 
yet even here the text of St. Matthew shows itself to 
be the more ancient. The reading ws dy En (vel 
éws ij€er) Gre is very peculiar, and little germane to 
the style of St. Luke. If we could accept Well- 
hausen’s conjecture that dre represents the Aramaic 
relative (és cui), and that the real subject is the 
Messiah, then this reading would necessarily be the 
more original; but the thought: « Ye will not see 
Me until He comes, to whom ye shall say, Blessed is 
He that cometh, &c.,” is too amazingly circumstantial. 
—In reference to aptt, it is to be noted that this word 
is found in the gospels only in St. Matthew and St. John 
(azn dort again in St. Matt. xxvi. 29, 64, and three times 
in St. John). St. Luke has omitted this vulgar and, 
moreover, pleonastic expression ; in the parallel passage 
to St. Matt. xxvi. 29, he uses dad rod voy (a phrase 
which occurs again four times in the gospel and once 
in the Acts).—On apierat éonuos Wellhausen re- 
marks: “The destruction of the city is not something 
in the future, it is already destroyed and is to remain 
in ruins. . . . The later commentators shut their eyes 
and think of all sorts of things.” And again on St. 
Luke xiii. 34, 35: “The omission of épnjog is very 
remarkable.” I cannot see why apierat épnkeog can- 
not be a prophetic future; and that St. Luke omitted 
épyjos (the word, moreover, is not absolutely certain in 
the text of St. Matthew) because Jerusalem rose again 
from its ruins, is to me questionable. The saying in 
St. Matthew is only a reproduction of the prophecy of 
Jeremiah (xxii. 5): es Epjuwow extra 6 oiKkos odTos. 
But the reproduction—agierar tuiv 6 oikos Umov 
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épnuwos—did not sound quite logical, for the idea of 
destruction has to be supplied, and also was not 
good Greek. St. Luke improved this version by 
the omission of épyuos. St. Matthew read: « Your 
temple will to your disadvantage be left in a con- 
dition of desolation”; St. Luke corrected: « Your 
temple will to your disadvantage be delivered up 
[left].” The passive adieo@a has now the same sense 
as in St. Mait. xxiv. 40 f. = St. Luke xvii. 34 f., where 
it stands in contrast to rapadauPaverOa.—As to the 
question whether this saying is our Lord’s, or is a quota- 
tion used by Him (or put into His mouth), vide infra. 


St. Matt. xxiv. 43: St. Luke xii. 39, 40, 
’Exeivo dé ywdoxere, 6tt 42-46. Tovro (f. éxeivo) 
el joel 6 olkodecTrOoTnS 


4 ~ Cs UA 

Told guAraky O KAemrTNS 
,’ 4 

EpXeTal, eypnyopnoev ay 
kal ovk dy eiarev dtopyy O- 

A o. 9: ) a 
vat THY oiKiay avTov, (44) 

X \ lal Fit a , 
Ota TOUTO Kal UpEis yiver Oe 
bromo, Ste ff ov doxeire 
wpa 6 vios Tov avOpozov 
wy ; | eA > A 
epxeTat. (45) Tis apa err 
lo iy 
6 miaTos dovA0s Kai po- 
vy.os, Ov KaTéoTyTEY Oo 

_ , 

KUpLOS emt THs olkeTelas 
auToU TOU dovVaL avTois 

A > ve) 
THY Tpopny ev Kap” ; (46) 
aka plos 6 dovAos éxeivos, 
ad 5 \ ¢ , b] n ¢ 
ov €Owy 0 KUpLOS aUTOU ev- 
pacer obras rovovvTa. (47) 
a ef A 
auny Neyo viv Ste emt 


dpa (f. pudaky) 
; ; 
eypnyopnrey ay 
katom, ovK« dy adijxev 
TOV olkov 
Oia TOUTO OM. 


dpa ov doxetre (the whole 


ver. 44 is perhaps an inter- 
polation from St. Matt.) 
oikovou.os (f. dodAos) 
KATATTHTEL 
Oeparreias (f. oikeretas) 
Owddvat avTois om. 
ev KaLow TO TLTOMET Lov 


TOLOVYTA OUTWS 
adnOas (f. ayijy) 
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Tois UTapxovew 
QUTOU KaTaCTIoEL avTOY. 
(48) éay de ely 6 Kakos 
dovN\os éxetvos ev TH capola 
avrou' (49) xpoviCer jZ0uU 
6 KUptos, Kat dpEnrar TU7- 
TEW TOUS TUYOOVAOUS AUTON, 


Tact 


s , A A , A ~ 
eo bin 0€ Kat Tivy meTa TOV 
peOvovTwy, (50) Heer 0 
KUpLos Tov dovAou éxelvou 


A 
Kakog Om. 


6 KU. 
jou épxer Oar (add. 
post Kvpsos) 
Kat Tas atdicxas (f. T. 


A “ 
Tous Taioas 


cuvdovA, avT.). érOiew Te 
\ , ‘ , 
Kat mivey kat weOvoxer Oa 


ev pepo fn ov 7 pordoKG 
Kal év pa f} OU yiweckel, 
(51) cai tyoTomijoet avrov 
Kal TO képos avTOU meTa 
Tov vToKpiTayv Oycet. amictwv (f. droKxpiTav). 

This pericope is particularly instructive in that it 
helps us to recognise the various motives which guided 
St. Luke in his correction of the text handed down to 
him ; for almost everywhere the text of St. Matthew, 
when contrasted with that of St. Luke, shows itself 
the more original. On linguistic grounds, St. Luke 
replaces éxetvo by rodTo, dodvat by diddvac (as in the 
Lord’s Prayer), aujv by adnO6s (a proof, moreover, that 
the ayijv here—and thus most probably elsewhere, 
where it is wanting in St. Luke—stood in the source; 
compare also the vai which is found in St. Luke). 
On the same grounds he replaces the forms éo Bin, 
min, by the infinitive (at the same time transforming 
the descriptive phrase wera Tw peOvdvtwv); he im- 
proves the order of the words (the unnecessarily 
emphatic positions of «ou and éy Kal, and ovTwes in 
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too unemphatic a position); he drops the superfluous 
words éypyyopnoev dv Kai, dia Toro, avrois, and 
kaxos, on the other hand he adds épxerOar to 
xpovlCet, because he wishes to express the principal 
verb which is implied in St. Matthew. He replaces 
oixiay by oikos, which is in fact the more appropriate 
word. He takes offence at the vulgar ofkereéa, and 
replaces it by the classical Oepareia, He changes the 
dovAos, who indeed even in St. Matthew is not an 
ordinary slave but both slave and overseer, into an 
oikovojos, and accordingly the avydovAot must also be 
transformed (this word is never found in St. Luke, 
while it occurs again four times in St. Matt. xviii. 
2833). He replaces waoxpitai by a@micro, a word 
which was more current with his readers (vzokprrai 
are much less frequently met with in this gospel 
than in St. Matthew); the colourless Tpopy gives 
place to ovropérpioy, certainly a technical term which 
moreover is not met with elsewhere—qvAaky to wpa, 
because the thief does not only come during the 
_gpvdaky, but at any time. Only in the case of the 
substitution of apjxey for etacey do I find difficulty 
in conjecturing St. Luke’s reason for the change; 
elacev is, however, certainly the original reading, for 
éav is only found here in St. Matthew, while it often 
occurs in St. Luke (ten times in the gospel and Acts). 
Finally, St. Luke has interpolated between verses 44 
and 45 of St. Matthew the words: Eézev dé 6 [érpos- 
KUpLe, 7 pos nas THY mrapaBoAny TAvTHy éryers 4 Kal 
mpos TavTas ; Kat elev 6 kUptos. ‘They interrupt the 
connection of the passage, which shows here only a 
seeming hiatus, and they answer to the style and 
c 


34 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


manner of St. Luke, who lays great weight upon the 
definite address of the discourses. Also xcatracricet 
(instead of xatéarycev) is intended to be an improve- 
ment; it however stands in a certain connection with 
the interpolated question of St. Peter. 

The verse in St. Luke corresponding to St. Matthew, 
verse 44, is perhaps an interpolation from St. Matthew. 
If so, we cannot be sure that it stood in Q. 


St. Matt. xxv. 29: ro St. Luke xix. 26: 
YZ A , Si > 
éxovre [wavti] SoOjoera avti Tr. ex. 
Kal tepiccevOjceTar TOU Kai TEpicc. OM. a7 de TOU 
de wn ExovTos Kat O exe 
apOjcerat am’ avtod. ar avTov om. 


Here, in all three places, it is plain that St. Luke 
has improved the text linguistically; as regards the 
sense, TepiocevOjceTar was superfluous. 


There are only about thirty-four instances in which 
we have found sometimes strong, sometimes weak, 
grounds for conjecturing that the text of St. Matthew 
is secondary to that of St. Luke, but these instances 
are still further reduced in number when we pass 
judgment upon them in combination. It is, namely, 
(1) by no means certain that the dwjy of viii. 10, 
x. 15, xi. 11, and xiii. 17, is an interpolation of St. 
Matthew’s, for in St. Matt. xxiv. 47 St. Luke repre- 
sents it by aAnOés (and in St. Matt. xxiii. 36 by val) 5 
it may therefore very well have also occurred in Q in 
the other passages, and St. Luke may have left it un- 
translated, seeing that he avoids un-Hellenic words. 
The same may be said (2) of the solemn Aéyw duiy of 
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xi. 22; St. Luke often gives it in his text of Q (vide 
St. Luke x. 12, 24; xi. 51; xv.'7, &c.); it thus stood 
in Q, and it is therefore possible that it was also 
omitted by St. Luke here and there. (3) It cannot 
be proved that St. Matthew in iii. 9 replaced ap&noOc 
by de&yre, and it is quite improbable that he inserted 
elg weTavovay in ili. 11. 

In regard to the remaining instances, thirteen affect 
the introductions to the discourses (not the discourses 
themselves), or contain insignificant stylistic altera- 
tions. The discourse, St. Matt. viii. 19 f., is intro- 
duced by the words: kat rpocedOwv cis ypaymarers, 
and in the same passage (verse 21) toév pabyTav? is 
added to érepos, together with the addition of the 
vocatives didackade, xvpie. Here also (verse 22), and 
in xi. 4, 7, 6 ’Incods is inserted, and in xi. 25 azroxpiBels 
6 ’Iycovs. The discourse of xii. 38 ff. is introduced 
by the words: téte amexpiOncay aito twee TaV 
ypapmaréwy kat Dapicaiwy déyorres, and the dis- 
course of xii. 22 ff. by rote mpoonvéxOy air@ dapov- 
Couevos ; lastly, the parable of xiii. 33 by the words 
GdAnv rapaBoryy édadrnoev adrois. Tore (a favourite 
particle with St. Matthew, occurring in his gospel 
ninety times, in St. Mark six times, in St. Luke four- 
teen times) is inserted in ix. 37, and perhaps in xii. 44. 
One cannot be quite certain whether in St. Matt. xi. 16 
the words kai Tivt e’cly Ouotoe are omitted, or whether 
St. Luke has added them. ‘The former alternative is 
probable, because also in the case of St. Matt. xiii. 33, 
St. Luke exceeds St. Matthew in reading the words: 


1 It is questionable whether in St. Matt. ix. 37 rots wadynrats abrod 
is an interpolation ; it may also be original, 
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Tin ouowwow Thy BactAciay Tov Ocov ; though he else- 
where shows a dislike for rhetorical questions. In 
xii. 89 ro rpodyrot is added to "Iva, and in xii. 22 
the dumb man is both blind and dumb—similar 
amplifications occur in St. Matthew’s treatment of 
the Markan text. 

The group that is now left (about fifteen instances) 
comprise changes made in the actual fabric of the 
discourses themselves. Here we must at once agree 
that St. Matthew has a distinct preference for the 
expression “your (the) Heavenly Father,” or for the 
epithet “Heavenly,” and for the substitution of 
“Heaven” for “God,” of which preference the 
exciting cause does not seem to have been found in 
Q. Thus in vi. 26, 6 rarnp tuey 6 ovpanos is sub- 
stituted for 6 Oeds, in vi. 32, 6 ovpavos is added to 
6 TaTnp vuer, in vii. 11, 6 TaTHP UuaY Oo ev Tos 
ovpavois is written instead of 6 maTnp 6 && ovpavod, 
and in xi. 11, 7, Bac. Tey odpavédy instead of +. Bac. 
7. Qeov. It is evident that in these cases the text of 
this gospel is secondary, seeing that these terms also 
appear in passages which are not dependent upon Q. 
Again, this evangelist has also a preference for the 
conception dikatos (Sucatoovrn). In vi. 33, cat tiv 
duaoovvny is certainly an addition—and a by no 
means unimportant one !—and in xiii. 17, the Baowreis 
are certainly more original than the Sicaro. One 
may perhaps discern imitation of sacred Biblical 
phraseology in vi. 26 (ra werewd Tod ovpavod for 
Tots Kopaxas), in vi. 28 (Ta Kpiva TOO aypob for TH 
kpiva), and in vi. $0 (Tov ydprov too aypod for éy 
ayp® Tov xéprov), yet here we cannot be certain. 
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The expression of St. Luke (xii. 30) ta 1m roi 
koomou (in St. Matt. vi. 32, rod xéomou is wanting), 
which does not occur elsewhere in the New Testament 
nor in the LXX, may be original (an Aramaic 
phrase); St. Matthew may have omitted tod kdéomou 
as superfluous... There remain a few passages of 
greater weight and significance. In vi. 33 St. 
Matthew has inserted mporov, and has thus limited 
the exclusiveness of the command to seek after the 
kingdom of God; in vii. 12 he has added to the 
Golden Rule the words: ovdtos yap éorw 6 vomos Kat 
ot Tpopyrat. He has given a complete twist to the 
passage concerning Jonah, in that he has applied to 
the simile a new tertium comparationis (Jonah’s three 
days’ abode in the whale’s belly), and thus has 
interpreted it of our Lord’s abode in Hades; the 
present tense in xi. 27 is probably due to him, as 
well as the conclusion of xii. 32. 

On the whole it may be said St. Matthew has 
treated the discourses with great respect, and has 
edited them in a very conservative spirit. Seeing 
that the more important corrections are so few in 
number, it is absurd to attempt to deduce from them 
the permanent motives which guided the evangelist 
in making them. ‘The alteration in the terms for 
“God,” or for «the Kingdom,” was no correction in 
his eyes; still less perhaps the summary phrase, 
«This is the Law and the Prophets.” Thus, there 
remain only the addition of “Righteousness” and 
“prov,” and the transformation of the “Sign of 


1 One cannot be sure of Q’s term for the Last Day in St. Matt. 
x, 15 and xi, 22 (7.e. whether 7 fuépa xpicews is original or not). 
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Jonah,” which transformation may have been found 


by him already carried out in his exemplar of Q. 


In contrast with these few instances of correction 
on the part of St. Matthew, we reckon nearly one 
hundred and fifty instances of correction by St. Luke ; 
but these are all, with very few eaceptions, of a stylistic 
character. St. Luke’s interest in style manifests itself 
in detail in the most varied directions, and yet it 
remains consistent with itself. Let us here give a 
summary of its most important manifestations :— 

1. He replaces vulgar expressions by those that 
are more refined, and substitutes more appropriate 
for inappropriate words. 

2. He replaces simple by compound verbs. 

3. He replaces conjunctions by the relative. 

4. He replaces cai with the finite verb by dé (or 
by the participle, or by a final sentence); but, on the 
other hand, he also inserts «af when it makes the 
passage run more smoothly. 

5. He improves the arrangement of the words. 

6. He makes a more logical use of tenses and 
numbers, and is fond of participial constructions. 

7. He prunes away superfluous pronouns which 
easily crept into translations from Semitic languages, 
and, moreover, into the language of the common 
people. 

8, He varies the monotonous use of édy by other 
constructions (doris av by as). 

9. He corrects too great circumstantiality of 
language ; but, on the other hand, he explains obscure 
expressions. 
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10. He reduces the number of rhetorical questions. 

11. He introduces the construction of éyévero 
with the gen. abs. followed by a finite verb. 

12. He multiplies the instances where jy is used 
in construction with the participle. 

Beyond these stylistic motives which have led him 
to make corrections,‘ no definite bias of any kind 
can be discovered in his treatment of the sections 
which we have considered — with one exception, 
namely, the introduction of the Holy Spirit into 
the passage parallel to St. Matt. vii. 11. The 
omission of the clothing in the passage parallel to 
St. Matt. vi. 28, 31, and the corresponding recasting 
of the words, is a somewhat drastic change, but in 
so far as it displays bias, the bias is very innocent. 
When he replaces “bread and stone” by “egg and 
scorpion,” he may be dependent upon another tradi- 
tional form of the saying which was_ perhaps: 
influenced by a current proverb (vide supra on St. 
Matt. vii. 9). He has indulged in a fairly long 
interpolation in the words: ov de ameAOwy duayyeAre 
thy Bacirelav Tov Oeov (ix. 60, cf St. Matt. viii. 22) ; 
but the interpolation is, so to speak, neutral in char- 
acter. Again, in order to give greater liveliness of 
form, he interpolates into the discourse of St. Matt. 
xxiv. 43 ff., after verse 44, the words: ezev dé 6 
Térpos Kd ple Tpos Las ay mrapaBohny TAvTHY 
Aéyers 7 9 Kat T pos mavras, Kat elev O KUpLoS. Lastly, 
he has ventured to give some sort of a para- 
phrase of the saying of St. Matt. xi. 12, which was 


1 Also the omission of épnuos is probably to be explained from 
motives of style (vide supra on St. Matt. xxiii. 38). 
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evidently unintelligible even to himself, in his balder 
version: amo Tore 7 BaciAcia Tov Oeod evaryyeNiCeTat, 
Kat was es autny BiaCerat. 

If we neglect these few instances, in which indeed 
it is possible that another text of Q than that used 
by St. Matthew may have lain before St. Luke, then 
we may say that in regard to the rest of the text 
(that is, the text as a whole), one and the same teat lies 
behind St. Luke and St. Matthew. It further follows 
that the connection between these two gospels, of 
which neither is the source of the other, must be a 
literary connection—i.e. the dependence of each upon 
common oral sources is not a sufficient explanation. 

Having gained this firm standpoint, we now pro- 
ceed to the investigation of those sections common 
to St. Matthew and St. Luke in which the differences 
are greater. 


II 
St. Matt. iii. 7: 2ddp St. Luke iii. 7*: édevyev 


O€ ToAAOUS TOY Papicatwy Oe [ody ?| Tots exo pevo= 
A , > , 4 a 
kat  Daddovealwy EPXO-  Mevows OXAOLS Barrric ORVAL 
Mévous emt TO Barriouma or’ [évdrriov] adrod, 

el7rev aUTOIs* 


It is no longer possible to determine exactly 
what stood in Q, certainly not “the Pharisees and 
Sadducees” (they are characteristic of St. Matthew), 
nor the imperfect é\eyey (for it is characteristic of 
St. Luke), nor the infinitive BarticOjva, which is 
likewise characteristic of St. Luke; perhaps, how- 
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ever, Q had zodAol with the’ genitive, for it is never 
found elsewhere in St. Matthew (see, however, St. 
Luke i. 16),1 probably also the word avrois. The 
source may have run somewhat in this way: idwv 
moAAous . . . épxouévous emt to Barricua elev 
aro. From St. Matthew verse 5 = St. Luke 
verse 3, it follows that raca 4 repixwpos Tod ’lopdavou 


stood in Q. 


St. Matt. iv. 1 f.: Tore 
6 'Incots avyxOn els 
THY épnwov uTo TOU 
TvevpaTos TetpagOjvat 
vro Tov diaBoXou, (2) 
kal vyoTevcas nméepas 
Me Kat wieTas uw UoTepov 
> 7 
éTeivacey, 


(3) xat mpooen Biby 6 


doy elm ev avTo* a 
elre 


Tel 
viog ef Tov Oeod, 
tva of NlOot ob TOL apTot 
yevovTat (4) 6 oe 
amtoxp.Oets elev” yé- 
ypamrar ouK éT pte 
move CyoeTat oO ay- 
Opwaos, GAN’ emt wavTi 


ere uke: SIV seri 15. 


"Incovs oe aAjpns TVveu- 


paros ayiov vméor peer 
aro TOU ‘Lopdavou, Kal 
yer o év TH mvevpart 
Th épive nuépas 
TetpaComevos UTo TOU 
dtaBoXov. Kat ovK épa- 
yev ovdey ev Tails juépas 


> , ‘ 

exervals, Kal ouvTedeo- 
an ] “~ > , 

Oeic@v avT@y eérel- 

Vacer. 


eimev de adT@ 6 dLaBo- 


Nos: ef vids ef TOU Yeon, 
. A ~ ¥: (A e 
el7ée TH ALOW TOUTH Wa 

yevnr at aptos. 

kat amex ply mpos avrov 

Oo 'Ingous: yeypanrat 

Stu ovK én” apTo pdvy 
la 

Cyoer a r) avOpwros, 


1 Yet it is also possible that 8yAo occurred in Q, since the word 
is also found elsewhere in that source. 
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cP. 2: / A 
pnpate (exmropevoper ua 
oTouatos) Oeod. 

(5) tore raparapBaver 

> A ie , ° A 
avTov 0 d1aBoros es THY 
¢ , / A y+ 
aylay TOALY, Kal EoTN- 
wey aroy emi TO TTEpU- 
ytov Tov tepot, (6) Kai 
Aéyer avT@’ ef 
Tov Ocotv, Bare ceavrov 
KaTw’ yéypaTTat yap 
étt Tois ayyéXols av- 


a > a A 
TOU evTeAciTas Tepl 
cal AQ > A ~ 
gov, Kal emt xyxelpor 
9 fal , 
apovglvy oe, My ToTE 


mpooKoryns T™pos ALOov 
TOV oda gov. (7) Eby 
adto 6 'Incotds' wadw 
yéypamTat’ ovK éxmel- 
paces KUptov Tov Oedy 
cou. 

(8) wadw raparauBaver 

° \ € id ‘ns 
avTov 6 draBoros els 
dpos inhov Nav, Kal 
Jeikvucey aUTo Taras 
Tas BactArelas TOO Kdo- 

4 A , 

mov Kat ryv do€av 

ea. ‘ > 
avta@y, (9) Kat efrev 
QUT’ TAUTA colt TavTa 
OWTw, €av TET 7 poc- 

, , 

kuynons mot. (10) ror. 
Névyes atTo 6 ’Incods: 
Umraye, carava: yey pan- 


eX > 
vltog €l 


OF JESUS 


The verses 5-7 come 
in St. Luke after 8-9. 
iryayev O€ avtov els 
‘Iepoveadyp. What fol- 
lows is identical, yet om. 
autor. etrrev (f1 Neyer) 


evrevOev [kato] 


Tept 
cov Tov draprdrazae oe, 
Kal OTL ert 


49 <) Peis a 
kat aroxpibes 6 "Incovs 
> , Les ev Dd 

elTev AUT (OTL) ElpnTat 


\ ? A b) ‘ e 
Kat avayaywyv auvtov (6 
da. Alay om.) 

kat om. 
y+ n~ + , 
ederEev THs o1Koumevng 
(f T. KOTU.), Kal T. dofav 
avT@y om. éy oTUy HD 
Xpevou add., perhaps 7 pos 
avtov, add. 6 diaBoros, 
cot Sues Ty é€ouciay 
TavTyy dracay [kal THY 

, ) ~ 4 ’ A 
dd€av auT@yv], OTL enor 
mapadédoTa kal @ dv Oédw 
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Tat yap" KUpLoV TOV 
Beov cov T POTKUYHTELS 
Kal avT@ movm AaTpev- 
Tels. 


, > , 9 

(11) rore agingty av- 

\ € , A 3 A 

Tov 6 dtaBodos, Kat tdou 

+ ~ A 

ayyeAot mpornGov Kat 
Lb > a 
Sunxovovy aiT@. 
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Slowme avTyv: aU ody éav 
T POTKVIATYS 
ae aay, heli f 
E(L0U, EOTAL TOU TATA. Kal 
*Incods 
elmev avt@: What fol- 
lows is identical, but 
without Uraye, catava 
and yap. 


\ 
Kal 


Dest 
EVWTLOV 


9 ‘ € 
arroxpiBers oO 


Tavra 
TELAT MOV 0 dtaBoros 


, 
ouvTeAeoas 


’ , 9.) 2: ’ eS: 
aTéoTy aT’ avToOUv axpL 
Katpou. 


In the above passage I have indicated by spaced 
type all the words which are common, or which 
closely correspond to one another, in the two gospels. 
It is at once seen that we have here an essentially 
identical text. The chief difference is that in St. 
Luke the third temptation has become the second. 
It is in favour of the order of St. Matthew that 
the temptation on the mountain is undoubtedly the 
chief temptation; here it is no longer a question 
of the Divine Sonship being put to the test, but 
of its renunciation: the Son of God is tempted 
to enter into the service of Satan. It is in favour 
of St. Luke’s order, that according to it the scene 
of the temptations changes only at the last tempta- 
tion, that the devil makes his final assault with a 
temptation actually based upon the words of Scrip- 
ture, and that our Lord’s answer forbids further 
temptation. It is not possible to give a certain de- 
cision on the point, but probability is on the side 
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of the order of St. Matthew. Nothing can be built 
upon the vraye Larava of St. Matthew, for these 
words can scarcely be original. If they were, what ~ 
reason could St. Luke have had for omitting them? 
(vrayew is indeed a rare word with him, never 
occurring in the Acts and only once in the gospel, 
while it is found twenty times in St. Matthew, 
fifteen times in St. Mark, and thirty-three times 
in St. John). Besides, the phrase occurs again in 
St. Matt. xvi. 23, and may therefore, perhaps, have 
been inserted from the latter passage (where St. 
Mark viii. 33 also has it). 

The wide divergence at the beginning and end is 
partly due to the influence of the Markan text. 
Hence it is that St. Matthew derives the episode 
“ayyeor dinxdvouy att@” (apoosrOov belongs to 
the style of St. Matthew, the word is found more 
than fifty times in this gospel). It is from St. Mark 
that St. Luke derives « juMépas ha mespaCduevos b7r0 
Tov diaBdAov” (St. Mark: p’ juépas TepaComevos v7r0 
Tov Zarava). All further deviations of St. Luke 
from St. Matthew in the introduction are likewise 
secondary, so that we must recognise the pure text 
of Q in the version of St. Matthew; for (1) in place 
of the representation of the Spirit as the active 
subject St. Luke writes in accordance with his 
style and mode of thinking: TArpns TvevmMaTos arylov 
and ev T@ rvevuari, (2) he inserts uméartpeev amo 
tT. Lops. (iroorpépew is found twenty-two times in 
the gospel and eleven times in the Acts, never in 
St. Mark or St. Matthew); (3) he writes the imper- 
fect yero for aujyOy (the use of the imperfect is 
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almost peculiar to St. Luke; moreover, ajyOy is 
certainly original, for it is found in St. Matthew 
only in this passage, and it gives a correct touch of 
local colouring [the wilderness is on the high ground] 
—elsewhere in St. Luke the word occurs frequently ; 
it is dropped here because the evangelist did not 
understand its significance); (4) he omits the forty 
nights as superfluous (agreeing with St. Mark); (5) 
he replaces the clumsy verepoy by the good Greek 
phrase cuvteAecPacav aitov, (6) he mistakes the 
technical vyorevew, and replaces it by the extravagant 
oux &payev ovdér, (7) by his corrections, or through 
the influence of the Markan text, he has made it 
appear doubtful whether the temptations occurred 
during the forty days or first after that period 
had passed. 

St. Matt. 3: mpoceAOay is added by St. Matthew 
(vide supra); dé is put for cat by St. Luke; 6 reipaGwv 
is most probably the original word. 

St. Matt. 3: The one stone of St. Luke, and the 
address to the stone, seem to me secondary, just 
because they better suit the situation. Why should 
St. Matthew have changed them ? 

St. Matt. 4: 6 de amoxpiOets efzrev is characteristic 
of St. Matthew’s solemn style, but mpos avrov is 
Lukan, likewise 671. 

St. Matt. 4: GAN’ éxl ravi pyyare Ocot (with or 
without éxropevouévw dra otdpatos, words which have 
weak attestation) is an interpolation of St. Matthew, 
who completes the quotation from the LXX. 

St. Matt. 5: The historic present is here, as always, 
avoided by St. Luke; likewise rapadauBavew ets (also 
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in verse 8, again in St. Matt. xxvii. 27) was distasteful 
to him. 

St. Matt. 5: St. Matthew has replaced « Jerusalem ” 
by «the holy city ” (see also xxvii. 53); for the gospel 
of the Hebrews also read « Jerusalem.” 

St. Matt. 5: St. Luke avoids the Semitic repetition 
of avrov. 

St. Matt. 5: évrevOev is a Lukan interpolation ; 
the word is found elsewhere in St. Luke, never however 
in St. Matthew and St. Mark. 

St. Matt. 6: rot diapvAaga ce is an interpolation 
of St. Luke’s (according to the LXX), so also ért 
here and in verse 7. 

St. Matt. 7: Here St. Luke with xa aroxpilels 6 
"Incots eirev avt@ is the more circumstantial of the 
two, so also in St. Matt. 10. 

St. Matt. '7: The radw of St. Matthew is original ; 
St. Luke avoids wadw (see also St. Matt. 8); it is 
found about seventeen times in St. Matthew, twenty- 
nine times in St. Mark, forty-seven times in St. John; 
on the other hand, only two (three) times in St. Luke’s 
gospel and five times in the Acts.—yéyparrat, not 
eipnTat, is original, for the latter (together with rd 
efonuévov) is peculiar to St. Luke—vide ii. 24; Acts 
ii. 16, xiii. 40; elsewhere only in Rom. iv. 18. 

St. Matt. 8, 9: dpos w\ymAov, perhaps also attested 
by the gospel of the Hebrews; St. Luke rationalises 
and leaves the scene somewhat in shadow (he would 
probably have us suppose that our Lord was raised up 
into the air so as to be able to see everything).—The 
word otkouuéyy is Lukan (used by St. Luke eight times, 
once by St. Matthew, never by St. Mark and St. J ohn) ; 
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€v oTLYKW Xpovovu is of course interpolated by St. Luke 
(the words cat tyy dd€av airéy have either been dis- 
placed in St. Luke or should be omitted altogether). 
St. Luke’s theological opinions have likewise led him 
to amplify the devil’s address to our Lord by the long 
interpolation: coi (set at the beginning, cf the éuoi 
and ov in what follows) décw rv eLouciay Taitny 
dracav, OTL éuot mapadédoTat kai @ av Oédr\w Oldwpt 
auTiv* aU ov... €oTal Gol Taca.—évortoy is 
Lukan (occurring in St. Luke thirty-six times, never 
in St. Mark and St. Matthew); on the other hand, 
meowv is an interpolation in the style of St. Matthew 
(ff: ii. 11; xviii. 26, 29). 

St. Matt. 10: Concerning traye Zarava (whence 
the inserted yap which follows), vide supra. 

St. Matt. 11: «ai ouvvTed. wr. metp. is added by St. 
Luke (cuyreAciy is wanting in St. Matthew, occurs 
twice elsewhere in St. Luke).—agiyow stood in Q; 
adirravat is found ten times in St. Luke, never in St. 
Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John.—aypr caipod is a 
Lukan interpolation which weakens the unique signi- 
ficance of these temptations. The expression occurs 
again in the New Testament only in Acts xiii. 11. 

The text of the story of the Temptation, as it 
stood in Q, can therefore in my opinion be still 
restored with almost perfect certainty; almost every- 
where the matter which is peculiar to either of our 
two authorities shows itself to be secondary. The 
genuine text is the shortest, and St. Matthew ap- 
proaches nearer to it than does St. Luke. Q here 
ran somewhat as follows :— 


‘O 'Iyaots ax On ets THY Epnuov Ur TOD Tveimaros 


48 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


meipac Oivar v uro TOU dvaBorou, kat mor ebaas imepas we 
Kal weras w dorrepoy ereivacey, Kal 0 meypaciov elev 
avrT@’ ef vids ef Tov Oeov, eiré Wa of ALBot obToL dprou 
yevovrat, Kal dearer pin yéypartat’ ouK é7 apTe 
navy Cioerat 6 avOpwros. mapahapBaver de avTov 
els ‘Tepouradiys Kal éornoev airov emt TO TTEpUYyLOV Tou 
‘epou Kal revert auT@" et vids et Tov Oeov, Bare ceavrov 
KaTw* YyéyparTat yep ore Tois ay yerous avuTou 
évreAeiTat Tepl Tov, Kal ent Xeipov apouciv ce, 
Mn TOTE mpooeswas ™ pos AlOov Tov Toda cov. 
py ato 6 "Incovs: wadw yeypan rau: OUK éxTelpa- 
gets KUpLOY Tov Qeov cov. madw tapahay Saver 
avTov ets Spos UnAoy Nav Kat deikvwow avT@ Taras 
tas Baoidelas Tov Kocmov Kal Thy dd~av aitay, Kal 
eimev aUT@* TavTa co TarvTa dwow, eav TpocKUITYS 
pot. Kal Aéyer ato 6 ‘Incovs: yeypar rau: _KUptov 
tov Oedv cov Tpookuvycers Kal avT@ move 
AaTpevoers, Kal adinow adtov 6 diaBoros. 


St. Matt. v. 3, 4, 6, 11, St. Luke vi. 20°, 21— 
12, 23. 

_@) Makapior ot TTwXol 
TO mvevpart, OTL aUT@V TH TrEUMaTL OM. duerépa 
éoTrw 4 Bacireia Tov (f. auT@y) TOU 
oupaver. Oeou (f. 7. ov.) 

(4) waxapror of revOovv- These two verses are trans- 
tes, OTL adTOL mapaxAyOy- posedin St. Luke. — «Aai- 
covrat.? ovres vuv (f. revO.)  yeAa- 

cere (f. avr. tapakn.) 
} The beatitude which immediately follows in the ordinary text 
(its position varies in the MSS.): waxdpror ol rpacis, Ste avrol KAnpovo- 


pjoovow tiv yiv (=Ps. xxxvii. 11), is probably a later interpolation ; 
vide Wellhausen on this passage, 


Rn 
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(6) waxapror of rewavTes 
dnbavres THY Siato- 

cuvnv, OTL avTol Xoprac- 
Onocevrat. 

(11) paxaptol éoTe OTAV 
> r € lal AQ , 
OVELOLTWOLY VMAS Kat OubEw- 
oly Kal elmo Tay Trovnpov 
Kas bay Wevdopevor 
[evexev euov]. (12) Xaipere 

4 v4 
Kal ayadrd\aobe, ore 6 
pics vuav roAvs ev Tois 
ovpavois* ovTws yap e0t- 
wgay Tous mpopyras Tous 
_ 7 po UMOV. 


OF THE TEXT 49 


vov (post rewvavres) 


Kal... Olkaloc. om. 
avTol om. XoptacOij- 
oeaOe 


“é 

éxecOe (?) dray mionowow 
€ , env \@ 
umas of avOpwrot Kat OTrav 
apopicwow vuas [Kat ovet- 
, A re , 
Sicwotv?] Kat ékBarwouw 
TO GvoMa UmeVv ws TovnpoY 
évexa TOU viov Tov avOpu- 

, lal 
Tov. XapyTe ev exelvy TH 
7pépa Kat oxipTyncare: tov 
yap 0 picbos Uuav modus 


> “ b) ~ A Q 
€v T® ovpavw: KaTa Ta 
, A 4 , ~ 
auTa yap €7olouv Tos 
v. 
mpopyray ot TAaTEpes 


2 OA 
QUTOV. 


It is still possible practically to settle the question 


of the original text of verses 3, 4, 6.1 
Thy diatoovyyy is added by St. Matthew, 


dwpavres) 


As (kai 


so also with the greatest probability we may decide 
similarly concerning 7 mvevuati (the simple trwyoi 
is also found in St. Matt. xi. 5: wrwxol eayyen- 
Covra). On the other hand, kAatovres (for zev- 
Ootvres) is certainly a correction of St. Luke, who 


1 Apart from the order, and perhaps also the question whether 
the first or third person is original. The pronoun wuérepos is 
certainly Lukan (wide a Concordance); but it may stand for an 
original juév. Wellhausen and others decide for St. Luke. But 
the repetition of the pleonastic av’rol gives an impression of origin- 
ality, and St. Luke also elsewhere (cf. St, Matt. xi. 18) transforms 


the third person into the second, 
D 
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is fond of using xAalew (eleven times in the gospel, 
in St. Matthew only two occurrences and one of these 
in a quotation, cf. St. Luke vii. 32 = St. Matt. xi. 17); 
kAalew then brought about the yeAacere in the follow- 
ing clause (St. Luke is fond of strong expressions, yeAav 
occurs again with him only in vi. 25, never elsewhere 
in the New Testament), Ps. cxxvi. may have influenced 
the evangelist here. The twofold wy is of course also 
interpolated by St. Luke (viv occurs thirty-seven times 
in the gospel and Acts, four times in St. Matthew). 
St. Matthew 11 and St. Luke 22 look like two 
separate translations, yet are not so, as is shown by 
St. Matthew 12=St. Luke 23. We must start 
from the consideration of this verse and it will then 
appear that St. Luke is almost everywhere secondary. 
"Ep éxetvy TH Huépa is as secondary as voy; the im- 
perative aorists are an improvement in style; oxipT7- 
care (for aya\\taoGe) is a genuinely Lukan exaggera- 
tion (vide supra yeAacete); oxptav is peculiar to 
St. Luke in the New Testament (vide i. 41, 44), like- 
wise idov yao (never found in St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, six times in St. Luke); St. Luke does 
not care for the plural ovpavois, and (kata) ra avra 
is Lukan (elsewhere in the New Testament only in 
St. Luke vi. 26 and Acts xv. 27). ’Ezotowy for 
édtwEav was written by St. Luke, because in the preced- 
ing clauses not only persecutions but also other trials 
are mentioned. A genuine translation-variant appears 
to stand at the conclusion. Wellhausen says: «St. 
Luke has read ‘their forefathers’ as the subject of 
the verb; St. Matthew has read «your forefathers’ 
in apposition to the Prophets. The difference in 
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Aramaic is only that of dag’damaihén (of rarépes 
avTay) from daq’damaikén (rovs rpo tuayv).” But there 
is yet another explanation of this variation—namely, 
that St. Luke is here influenced by his reminiscence 
of the familiar invective against the Pharisees (St. 
Matt. xxiii. 29 f. = St. Luke xi. 47 f.); in that passage 
the prophets and the fathers are spoken of together, 
and thence he has derived “the fathers” here. This 
may have happened the more easily since the words 
in St. Matthew (ae. in Q), Tous 70 U“@V, appeared 
liable to misinterpretation (Apostles = Prophets), or 
as an unnecessary addition which of itself cried out 
for some better substitute. 

It accordingly follows that St. Matthew 12 pre- 
sents the original text of Q, which has been altered 
by St. Luke. Then, however, it is possible that 
also St. Matthew 11=St. Luke 22 are not two 
different translations of a common original; rather 
it is probable that here again St. Luke has deliber- 
ately altered—ain fact, has transformed—the ; whole 
verse. ‘This, in the first place, shows itself in the 
stylistic variants. In place of srompov . . . \pevdd- 
evo (the very fact that rbevdduevor does not occur 
elsewhere in the synoptists shows that it probably 
belongs to Q) he writes the excellent Greek phrase 
ws movypoy, and supplies the subjectless verbs with 
the subject of dvOpwro. One of the principal dif- 
ferences is that St. Matthew has ovedicwow, diwEwow, 
eimwow 7ay Trovnpov kal’ vuaov rpevdduevor, while 
St. Luke writes wicjowow, apopicwow, é«Barwow rT. 
dvoua tuov ws wompdv. The order in St. Matthew 
is not quite logical, in St. Luke it is strictly logical : 
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hatred is followed by excommunication, excom- 
munication by the general defamation of the name. 
Besides, we find that St. Luke uses wiceiy also in 
other places where it does not occur in the parallel 
passage of St. Matthew (vi. 27, xiv. 26), and that 
éxBadAew, in the metaphorical sense=“to defame” 
(here only in the New Testament), is good Greek, 
whereas elzeiy wav movnpov is not Greek at all. 
Accordingly, here also the text of St. Matthew is 
everywhere to be preferred. It must remain an open 
question whether, in the places where St. Matthew 
is secondary, the corrections are due to the evangelist 
himself or whether a secondary text already lay 
before him. The Beatitudes certainly circulated in 
various recensions from an early period, indeed from 
the beginning. Thus Polycarp epee 2) quotes 
as follows: paxcerpot ot TTwXOl Kat of dtwKomevot evexev 
Oikatocvns, Ort a’twv ert 4 Bacirela Tod Oeod. 
This looks like a combination of the texts of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke; perhaps, however, it 
is a combination of these two and of the source, 
or perhaps it is another version of the source. 

A word must be said concerning [Evexey éuov] in 
St. Matthew and évexa tov viov tov avO porou in 
St. Luke. St. Matthew’s phraseology here is some- 
what redundant; many authorities have therefore 
omitted vevdduevor; but this word seems to me to 
be supported by the ws zrovypdy of St. Luke (vide 
supra). On the other hand, évexev éuod should be 
omitted from the text of St. Matthew, for a suc- 
cession of ancient Western authorities do not read 
it; others read évexev dixaroodvys (Da.b.c.g’k); the 
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ancient Syriac reads évexev Tov dvouatos wov. If these 
words were wanting in St. Matthew then the évex. 7, 
viod tT. avOp, of St. Luke most certainly did not 
stand in Q. This phrase stands in close connection 
with To dvoua vuwr, which also does not belong to Q 
(vide supra). If, nevertheless, the critic asserts that 
évecey must belong to Q, it is no longer possible to 
ascertain what word came after this preposition in 


the source. 


St. Matt. v. 13, 15, 18, 
25, 26, 32. 


(13) ipets €ore TO GAas 
Ths yas’ é€av Oe TO dXas 
pmopavOn, év rive adic- 


Ojoerar; ets ovdev toyve 
ért ef py BAnOev &Ew 
katamateicOat vTro Tw 
avOparwv. 


(15) ovde xalovew Avx- 
vov kat TLOéaciy avTov 
UTO TOY podLov, GAN 
ért tyv Avxviay, Kat 
Aaure Taw Tols ev TH 
oikia. 

(18) any yap dey 
viv, ws ay mapehOn ri) 
ovpavos Kal 74 AL lara 
é&y ij pia Kepala ov mn 
Taper amd TOU voor, 
ews dv TavTa yeunT al. 


St. Luke xiv. 34, 35; 
i.0003 xvi. 17 3-xil. 58; 


59; xvi. 18. 
‘ A 
KaAov ovvy To dAas: 
oN A s\ ‘ 
éav O€ Kal TO dAas 


mwpavOn, ev Tive aptuOy- 
wy ’ ~ ay 
GETAL; OUTE els yay OvTE 
els Komplay evOerov err: 
w BarXovory avro. 


ovdels AUX VOY dvlas els 
4 , Pm\n! 
kpurtnv tLOno [ovde 
umd TOV pddLov], GAN 
> A A , ef € 
emt THY NUXVLAY, Wa oF 
‘ an 
elo TO pEVvO{LEvOL TO pas 
Brérrworr. 

2 , {Aes 4 
eUKOTOTEPOY OE erTLY TOV 
| rn 
THY yi 

a Py) an , 
mwapeAety 7 TOU vOmou 
play Kepaiay Teceiv. 


e) \ A 
ovpavoyv Kal 
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(25) t¢ 0: edvody TH av- 
TLOLKW TOU TAXU Ews STOU 
ef wer’ avtou év Ty 600° 
MNTOTE CE Tapacw 
avTidicos TH KpiTH Kat 


2 O27 On 


KpLTHS TH vmnpéeTn, Kal 
ets uAdakny BAnOjon: 
(26) aunv Aéyw cot, ov 
hn €EEA Ons éxelOev ews 
dy amodws Tov érxXarov 
KodpavTny. 


(82) éyw dé Aéyw duiv 
eo a (ar) , ‘ 
OTL Tas O aTOAVwY THY 

a ~ A 
yuvatka avTov mapexTos 
Adyou ropvetas Tove avr Hy 
MotxyevOnvat, Kal Og éay 
° , , 
amoAehumevyny yaunon, 
Molxarat 


ws yap Urayels weTa TOD 
avTtolkouv cov én’ apx- 
ovTa, €v TH 60 ods épya- 
olay arn\\ax Oa a7’ aiToo, 
MnTOTE KaTacvpn we 7 pos 
‘ , aye , 
TOVKPLTHY, Kal O KPLTHS 
ge TAaPA0HTEL TH 7 paK- 
te ; 

TOpl, Kal O TpaKTwp TE 
Baret els purakny: 
A€éyw col, ov uN €EEXOns 
exeiOev €ws Kal TO érxa- 
Tov NeTTOV aTrOdwS. 

was 6 aGTOAVwY THY yv- 
yaika auTovU Kat yauoy 
coh ’ Nae 
eTEpay MoLxevEl, Kal 6 
aGmoANeAumerny ard Gy- 
dpos yaa MOtyevel 


The first saying also stood in St. Mark (ix. 50) 


in the form: xcaddv TO dAas* éav O& TO Gras avadoy 
yevnrat, év Tivt AUTO apticere s eXeTe €v €avtois dAa 
The saying in Q ran: duets éote TO Gras Tis Vis 
{in this form or in a similar form St. Luke must 
have read it in Q, for the context in which he gives 
the saying shows that he referred it, like St. Matthew, 
to the disciples; but as in cases of doubt he often 
prefers St. Mark to Q, so here also he has chosen the 
form of St. Mark]: éay 8& TO ddas MwpavOn, év Tint 
adic Oijoerat [here also St. Luke uses the aptvew of 
St. Mark]; els ovdeY loxivet ert [St. Luke replaces this 
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expression by ovx evOeros (evOeros and avevOeros are 
peculiar to St. Luke, cf xiv. 35 and Acts xxvii. 12), 
and reinforces it according to his custom with the 
phrase ovre eis viv OUTE €lS KoTrpiay (compia only in 
St. Luke, vide xiii. 8), which also replaces the word 
Katarareicba] ef un BAnOev é&w katararecbat tro 
Tov avOpdrov [that BAyOev é&w is original is shown 
by the fact that St. Luke did not like to sacrifice it, 
but let it hobble behind the main body of the saying]. 
Thus the verse stood in Q in the form in which it is 
preserved in St. Matthew. 

In the second saying, darew and avamrew (for “fire” 
and «light ”), are Lukan, so that the verdict here must 
be given for St. Matthew; the participial construction 
is Lukan; the ovdeis for an indefinite third person 
plural is a stylistic improvement. ‘Yao Tov pédiov 
is probably an interpolation from St. Matthew into 
the Lukan text; St. Luke says els xpuyrrjy. Ot 
elaropevouevot is Lukan, vide viii. 16; Acts iii. 2, 
xxviii. 30.—The saying occurs four times in the 
gospels (twice in St. Luke). In St. Mark iv. 21 it 
runs: pyre épxerat 6 AVxvos iva VrO Tov pddiov TBH 
v0 Thy KAlyyy, OVX tva ext Thy AuxViay TeBy; in Q 
it ran as St. Matthew gives it. St. Luke gives it both 
times (vide viii. 16) with the same traits which can 
be easily explained as peculiarities of his own; in 
viii. 16, however, he inserts the “bed” from St. 
Mark, and replaces the “bushel” not by eis xpurrijy 
but by the general phrase cadvrret avroy cxever (for 
this word see Acts ix. 15; x. 11, 16; xi. 55; xxvii. 17). 
In making the lamp give light, not to those within 
the house but to those entering in, St. Luke evi- 


56 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


dently intends to improve the sense of the passage; 
he perhaps also thinks of the missionary aspect of 
the gospel (though this is doubtful). 

The third saying in Q ran as follows: éws dy rapéAOy 
O oupavos Kal 4 Vi, tora év 4 ula Kkepata ov wy TrapéedOy 
aro Tov vouov. In regard to form, St. Luke has 
improved the clumsy construction, but he has also 
altered the thought by the EUKOT@TEPOV which he 
has adopted from other sayings (vide St. Matt. ix. 5 
cum parall.; xix. 24 cum parall.). According to St. 
Matthew, the Law abides as long as Heaven and Earth 
remain; according to St. Luke, it lasts longer than 
they. Here we discern St. Luke’s genuinely Hellenic 
reverence for the Old Testament—a reverence which 
could be so deep, because the writer stood remote 
from the controversies concerning the application 
of the precepts of the Law to the daily life. The 
converse hypothesis (Wellhausen) that St. Matthew 
has attenuated the thought is unacceptable from 
considerations both of matter and style. St. Luke 
has introduced zece?vy in order to avoid the double 
mapéOn (aeceiv in the metaphorical sense is not 
found in the gospels, but ¢£ Rom. xi. 11, 22; xiv. 4; 
1 Cor. x. 12; xiii. 8; Heb. iy. 11), and he has 
omitted the ‘@ra é as superfluous and somewhat 
singular. In St. Matthew the opening words éuiy 
y. \. viv and the concluding clause &ws dy mdyta ev. 
are perhaps secondary. The latter was probably 
added because the preceding passage in St. Matthew 
speaks of « fulfilling”; the evangelist may, besides, 
have been influenced by a reminiscence of St. Mark 
xiii. 30. 
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Close consideration of the fourth saying also shows 
that St. Matthew has excellently preserved the text 
of Q (perhaps duyjy is secondary). The temporal ws 
at the beginning is specifically Lukan (references are 
here unnecessary); é7’ apxovra is an explanatory 
interpolation, and to@: evvody (here only in the New 
Testament) seemed to St. Luke too weak—he replaced 
it by the transparently clear phrase dds épyaciay 
amndNax Oat an’ avrov (épyacia is not found elsewhere 
in the four gospels, see however Acts xvi. 16, 19; 
xix. 24, 25; Ephes. iv. 19; neither is adwa\\aocew 
found elsewhere in the four gospels, see however 
Acts xix. 12: amwadXaccecOa an’ airay). St. Luke 
has just as happily avoided the awkward phrase raxv 
éws Stou ef yet’ avrot (he places the wera at the very 
beginning), as well as the unnecessary repetition of 
6 aytidtcos. Moreover, his sense of style would not 
allow him to describe the action of the adversary and 
the judge with one and the same word (St. Matthew 
uses mapadovvat in both cases); he writes here xata- 
cipew and zrapadovvar (katacvpev does not occur 
elsewhere in the New Testament, but ovpew [of men] 
is peculiar to St. Luke, occurring indeed three times in 
the Acts). St. Luke has replaced the very indefinite 
word vanpérns by the technical term 6 mpaxrwp, and 
the vulgar KodpavTns by Aerrov. In all these cases 
it is simply inconceivable that St. Matthew had before 
him, and has altered, the text presented in St. Luke. 

In the fifth saying St. Luke is evidently dependent 
not only upon Q but also upon St. Mark x. ii. (dc 
dy amodvon THY yuvaika avToU Kal yaujon aAXny, 
moixara éx’ avTiv: Kal éay avtTn amoAvcaca Tov 
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avdpa auras a éay yun e£€AOy aro Tov avd pos 
avThs Kal] yauynon aXov, sotxarat). Accordingly, 
in St. Matthew we have only to omit the introduction 
and the phrase TApEKTOS Noyou Topvetas. In St. Luke 
Kat ry anooy éTépay comes from another source—in fact, 
from St. Mark—and by its insertion the sense of the 
saying is altogether changed (that St. Luke’s correct- 
ing hand was at work here is also evident from the 
substitution of the participle for ds éav yapzjon). In 
Q the saying gave expression to the austere thought: 
“He who divorces his wife causes her to commit 


adultery: both she and her new husband are guilty 


of adultery.” 
thought. 


St. Matt. v. 39, 40, 42, 
4448, 

(39) ° "Ooris ce panier 
es Thv [deEar] ouarydva 
(cov), otpépov ait Kal 

4 ” 
Thy arAny, 

(40) cai Tw OeovTi cor 
kpiOjvat Kat Tov XiTava 
cov AaBeiv, aces QUT@ Kat 
TO (uaTtov. 

(42) tw alrotvti ce dds, 

‘ A , ’ \ cal 
kat Tov OéXNovTa amo cov 


davicacbat wy arroc- 
Tpans: 

(44) ¢ ey oe eyo v UML? 
ayarate Tous €x Opovs 


St. Luke has completely changed this 


St. Luke vi. 29, 30, 27, 
28, 35°, 32, 33, 36. 
T® TUTTOYTL oe Els [em] 
Ty claryova, Tapexe Kal 
THY GAY, 


al amo TOU dipovrds cou 
TO (matloy Kal Toy X'Ta@va 
My KwAVTYS. 


A Ls n 

mayer aurobvrt oe didou, 
kal aro Too aipovros Ta 
va wy amare [of. v. 35: 
Kal daveiCere bndev amreA- 
miCovres]. 

upiv Aéyw Tole axovovews 
’ > ¢ ~ 
ayar. 7. €xOp. Uu., KaABs 


INVESTIGATION 
Uuav Kal mpocevyerbe 
Umép THY duwKdYTwY YEAS, 


(45) draws yévnobe viol 
TOU TaTpos Uuav TOU eV 
ovpavois, Ott Tov ALov 

cl Pan Bs: , ’ A 
auTou avatéedet emt ToVvn- 
pous aryabovs 

, > + , 4 
Bpéxee eri ducaiovs kat 
adlkous. 

(46) éay yap cyan 


“il Tous cyan avras vmas, 


\ \ 
Kal KQ@l 


Tiva pc Oov eXeTE; ouxi 
LY ~ 

Kat of TeA@VaL TO avTO 

ToLloucty ; 


oN ° , 
(47) kat eav acracna Oe 
x 5) \ eis , 
TOUS adeA ous UM@Y OVO), 
Ud an os 
Tl TEplacov ToLeTeE; oVvxXE 
Q en 9 N ‘ ae 
kat of €Oukot TO avTo 
ToLoucty ; 


(48) gcecbe otv vpmeis 

t e ¢ A eA € 

TEAELOL WS O TATHP ULB O 
ovpavors TEAELOS EOTLY. 
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a~ ~~ ~ ¢ lal 
TOLELTE TOLS MLTOUTLY UEAS, 
>) . A 
evAoyetTe Tous KaTapw- 
, e lal / 
Mévous ULGS, mpooevx ea Oe 
A ~ 
Tepl TOV 
rade 
vmas, 
2, wy «A e , 
kat écerOe viot wliorou, 


emnpeaCo VTwY 


eo N , 9 

OTL avTOS yXpnoTOS éoTL 

’ A ‘ , , 

éml ToUs axXapicTous Kal 
, 

TOVNPOUS. 


kai € ayaraTe ‘Tous 
> x ee alee 
ayanovras vas, Told Uuiy 
xapis [erriv]; Kat yap of 
duaprwhot Tous ayariv- 
Tas avTous ayaraow. 

cat [yap] éav [et] ayabo- 
more [-eiTe] Tous ayabo- 
movouvras uuas, Tota viv 
Xapis [xapes tp.] early; 
Kat ot amapTwrot TO avTO 
Toloucly, 

river Ge oikTipmoves, Ka0ws 
0 TaTNp UMaY olKTIPLOY 
eorlv [oixreiper]. 


There can be no question that in the two first 
verses St. Matthew has preserved the original text; 
St. Luke has (1) introduced the participial con- 
struction; he has (2) replaced the vulgar pamiCew 
by tvmrew, the equally vulgar orpéov by mapexe, 
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the awkward un-Hellenic and diffuse rw OéXovTi cot 
KpiOjva kat . . . AaBeiv by ard Tov atpovros (in the 
latter instance he has transformed a command relating 
to behaviour in case of a judicial action into a general 
maxim ; hence sw kwAvoys for the more positive aes. 
St. Matthew says: «He who wishes to sue thee for 
thy coat, allow him to take also thy cloak”; St. Luke 
says: “ He who takes thy cloak, hinder him not from 
taking also thy coat ”). ‘PariGew is found in the New 
Testament only in St. Matthew (viz. once again in xxvi. 
67); orpépew is used by St. Luke only in the form 
otpagets, notice also the Semitic repetition of the 
dative in avr@ (D. has avoided this by writing 6 0érwyv). 
In the order, « cloak ”—« coat,” St. Luke might seem 
to represent the original; «for the coat is nearer to 
the body than the cloak.” But St. Luke was obliged 
to begin with the cloak, for the robber catches hold 
of the cloak, not the undergarment; we can thus 
easily understand that the Lukan text is secondary in 
its origin, but we cannot explain a secondary origin 
of the text of St. Matthew. 

The Lukan insertion of zavri in St. Matthew 
verse 42, is also found in the Lukan version of the 
fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer and elsewhere in 
St. Luke; likewise the substitution of Moov for dds 
also occurs in the fourth petition of that prayer. 
Aidov is more correct Greek, seeing that the command 
is general. In what follows, the words gaarrevy (note 
the play upon aire?y and avratreiv) and areNriCew of 
themselves show classical feeling ; the possessive pro- 
noun (ta oa) is also Lukan; the whole clause, kat 
amo Tov aipovros .. . amalrel, is interpolated by 
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St. Luke. On the other hand, verse 42° in St. 
Matthew is original, for the thought is expressed in 
St. Luke 35, and the construction in St. Matthew is 
clumsy (the middle arocrpépecOa is not found in 
St. Luke). 

In verse 44 St. Luke has, as is so often the case, 
omitted the superfluous pronominal subject, and has 
added rois axovovew (influenced by what precedes in 
this gospel). In this verse the two exhortations pecu- 
liar to St. Luke can scarcely be original; what reason 
could St. Matthew have had for omitting them? 
Besides, St. Luke is fond of the words miceiy and 
evroyeiv (of wicovvres yuas, in the literature of the 
post-apostolic epoch, is indeed almost a technical 
term with Christians for their adversaries). The four 
verbs ayaa, KAaA@S TrOLELY, evoryelrs mporevxer Oa 
form a premeditated climax which is not to be com- 
pared for originality with the simple combination 
of ayarav and rpocevxecOu. St. Luke has already 
avoided the word didxev in St. Matt. v. 11, 12 (vide 
supra)—why, I know not; éwnpeaCew occurs again 
only in 1 Pet. iii. 16, and does not belong to the 
vocabulary of common speech (vide Aristotle’s de- 
finition). 

In verse 45 the peculiarly Lukan t\jicros (without 
6 and without @eds) shows that St. Luke has made 
changes; dzrws is not frequent in St. Luke (it is found 
only seven times in the gospel), elsewhere also its use 
is avoided by this evangelist. Xpyartds eat émi Tovs 
dxapicrous has too much of the flavour of the lite- 
rary style to be original. It is difficult to say why 
St. Luke has done away with the beautiful simile of 
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St. Matthew. Did he think that it did not express the 
thought clearly enough? That he had it before him 
in his source seems to follow from Trovnpous, which 
comes in haltingly at the close (the dixatos and aéduos 
of St. Matthew are suspicious; the former being a 
favourite word with this evangelist). «Your Father 
in Heaven,” in St. Matthew, is almost always sus- 
picious. At the very least, “in Heaven” is to be 
omitted. 

In verse 46 tiva micOov éxere is certainly original ; 
for XA pts, given by St. Luke, is a specifically Lukan 
word (found twenty-five times in the gospel and the 
Acts, never occurring in St. Matthew and St. Mark). 
The question in 46° is also original; for cat yap is 
Lukan (vide the fifth petition of the Lord’s Prayer 
in St. Luke, where St. Matthew has ws xa, in 
St. Matthew kai yap occurs twice, in St. Luke’s 
gospel nine times), and St. Luke has often removed 
rhetorical questions from Q. Again, the reA@vat 
must be more original than the more general term 
ot auaptwrot. St. Luke perhaps did not wish to 
repeat the phrase ro a’rd rowtow (vide verse 4'7), 
therefore he develops it here. The ef here and in 
the following verse is certainly secondary; in Q, 
éav is very much more frequent than e. Also in 
other passages St. Luke has changed éay into et. 

In verse 47 St. Luke understood aomraCer Oat to 
mean “to be friendly disposed towards anyone,” 
“to devote oneself in love towards anyone” (prob- — 
ably rightly), and has accordingly rendered it by 
aya0orouiv, it is obvious that St. Matthew is 
original here. The uovoy of St. Matthew is also 
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original; St. Luke avoids this use of the word (only 
_ once in the gospel [viii. 50]—and that from St. 
Mark—while in St. Matthew it often occurs; it also 
occurs only once in the Acts). For ota viv Xap, 
_ vide supra on verse 46; the fact that the correspond- 
ing words of St. Matthew (ti repiocoy rotcire) are a 
vulgarism is in their favour. For kal of éuaprwAoi, 
vide supra on verse 46; “ éOuxoi” is not found at all 
in St. Luke—the word would have been almost unin- 
telligible to his readers. 

In verse 48 St. Luke has again erased the super- 
fluous pronominal subject (cf verse 44). In replacing 
(Grrws) yévnrOe by écecGe in verse 45, and ésecbe by 
ryiver Oe in verse 48, he has in both cases improved 
_ the logic of the passage. Likewise in writing ca0ds 
_ for ws he has improved the style. It is, however, 
difficult to decide whether réAevoe or olktippoves is 
the original word. Wellhausen describes the latter 
as “much the more genuine.” T'édeos is indeed 
found in the gospels only here and in St. Matt. 
xix. 21. To assign the idea to Q or to our Lord 
on the evidence of these two passages is hazardous. 
Oicripuwy is found nowhere else in the gospels. 

Nevertheless, I am inclined to prefer the latter word— 
~ at least so far as significance is concerned. Perhaps 
éXejuoves stood in Q and has been replaced in St. 
Luke by the more refined word. 


St. Matt. vi. 9: Ilarep St. Luke xi, 2-4. qudyv 
jpav Oo év Tolg ovpavoiss . . . ovpay. om. ‘The 
ayiacOiTw TO bvoua cov: first three petitions are 

(10) <A@arw 4 Baci\eia probably wanting; read 
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, 
cou" yeni To OeAnua 
cov, ws év ovpave Kat emt 
vis" : 

N By e ~ 

(11) Tov aprov nuwv 
Tov dos npiv 
TLE POV" 

(12) kat aes jut TO. 
9 , CoA e ny 
OperArMaTa NUwVY, WS KAL 
€ o SJ , e > 
quis acpiKkapev Tois oet- 
eras NUBV" 


, 
€TLOUTLOV 


(13) Kat wy eloeveryKns 
eon ) ’ > \ 
nuas els Teiparuoy, ahAa 
pooa nuas a0 TOU T0- 


in their place: éA@érw TO 
dirytov Tvevua cou ep’ nas 
Kal caQapicarw HUGS. 

(jpov om. ?) 
didov To kal? jpyépay 
(f. onuepov) 

A 
Tas 

e , 4 A . 4 
auaptias Kal yap avTot 
(f. nuets) adiomey TavTt 
> ton 
opelAovTe nui’ 


andra 


+ +. Tovnp. om. 


yypou. 


It is certain that the two forms of the prayer 
depend upon one original form and one original 
translation, and it is just as certain that St. Luke 
could not have known the prayer as the customary 
congregational prayer in the communities with 
which he was acquainted, otherwise he would not 
uave revised its language so drastically. The form 
mansmitted to him contained only the vocative rate 
(cf. St. Paul) and the so-called fourth, fifth, and 
sixth petitions. All the other clauses found in St. 
Matthew are either accretions which attached them- 
selves to the common prayer during the process of 
transformation into a solemn congregational prayer 
in the primitive Jewish Christian communities and 
under the dominating influence of the prayers of 
the Synagogue, or they were added by St. Matthew 
himself. With the correction didov compare St. 
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_ Luke’s similar correction of St. Matt. v. 42. St. 
Matthew gives the prayer as it was meant to be, 
and as indeed it was, used daily; St. Luke gives it 
as an instruction in prayer, therefore the present 
tense. This also explains the substitution of 76 
Ka’ nuépay for ojpuepov, as to which it is to be 
noted that +. xa0’ nuépay occurs elsewhere in the 
New Testament only in St. Luke (xix. 47; Acts 
® xvii. 11). "OdeiAnua was most probably distasteful 
to St. Luke because it belonged to the vulgar idiom— 
there is no doubt that it is the original word; muets 
is replaced by avroi in order to avoid the threefold 
repetition of the same word (St. Luke is also fond 
of omitting the pronominal subject before the verb— 
vide supra on St. Matt. v. 44, 48, and elsewhere) ; 
_ kai yap also is a phrase that St. Luke uses elsewhere 
(vide supra on St. Matt. v. 46). The perfect adyjxapev 
is certainly as original as the ws (vide St. Matt. v. 23) ; 
St. Luke has here attenuated the full and important 
significance of the petition. Lastly, the interpolation 
of zavri (with participle instead of substantive) is 
also Lukan—vide supra on St. Matt. v. 42 and else- 
where. The question whether the amplification of 
_the prayer is due to St. Matthew himself, or whether 

he adopted it in the form it had already taken in 
the Church (vide supra), is one that cannot be 
definitely settled (rarep jpav 6 év T. ovp. seems to 
3 betray the style of St. Matthew). An original form 
(« arep” and the fourth, fifth, and sixth petitions) 
must have existed, and there is nothing to say 
against its having stood in Q. ‘The seventh petition 
like the first three has strong points of resemblance 

E 
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with the prayers of the Synagogue, and it is certain 
that St. Luke would not have passed over this 
petition if it had existed in his exemplar. 


St. Matt. vi. 20: Ono- St. Luke xii. 33°: O@n0- 

U A A A 5] fev - a 
aupiCere ds tuiv Ono- avpor avexrerrTov ev TOLS 

6 A cA , 
avpous eV OUPAVO, Smov ovpavots oTov KAEWTNS 
~ ’ A 4 
ovte ays ovre Bpwats ovuK eyyiCet ovde ons 
acaviCet kat O7oU KAET- dra Petpet. 
A 

Tat ov dlopvacovaty oude 
KA€TTOUTLY. 


Taking also into consideration verse 19 of St. 
Matthew and verse 33* of St. Luke, it is at once 
seen that St. Matthew gives a saying which is com- 
plete in itself, while St. Luke adopts, as it were, only 
a reminiscence of this saying, which he binds up with 
the command to sell all things and give alms (cf his 
enthusiasm for this ideal in the Acts). Moreover, 
the phraseology and the selection of words betray the 
deliberate choice, and thus the secondary character of 
St. Luke. AcapOeipew (also POepew) does not belong 
to the vocabulary of the gospels, but is classical ; the 
thief and the moth are not easily understood apart 
from St. Matt. vi. 19; éyyiGew is a feeble word which 
St. Luke was fond of using (it is not found in St. 
John, occurs three times in St. Mark, six or seven 
times in St. Matthew, twenty-four times in St. Luke), 
and dvékAewrros also belongs to the language of 
literature (St. Luke loves such formations, gf xvii. 1: 
avévdextos; xi. 46: ducBaocraxros; Acts xxvii. 12: 
avevOeros). Accordingly, the plural ovpavois, which 
is much rarer in St. Luke than in St. Matthew, can 
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alone be claimed for Q, wherein verse 19 must also 
have stood, as is shown by the dé of verse 20. Verse 
19 runs: wy OncavpiCere iuiv Oncavpors él Tis yijs, 
e 4 4 ~ cL) i ~ 4 la 
O7OU ONS Kal Bpoats apaviCer, Kal O7rOU KkAerrrat 
dopiccovew Kal KAérrovow. Only, if reference had 
been made to treasures upon earth, do the moth and 
the thief explain themselves. 


Bip) Watts» (vil. e713 * St. Luke xiii. 24: 
EKiceXOatre dia Tis aywvriCer be elo eA Oeiv dua 
orevns wUANS* OTL TAA- THs TTEVIAs BUpas, STL 

mn e , tied ae 2 , , ea , 
Teia [4 TUAy] Kat evpvyw- moAXol, Aéyw Upiv, Cir n- 
pos 7 000¢ 4) aTrayouca eig covow elcedOeiv Kat ovK 
THY aTwAELaY, Kal TOANOL iaXVTOVTLW. 
cio of elo epXOmevot ov 
avrg: (14) dri orevy 
e t ‘ , e 
4 mvUAn Kat TEOALUMEern 4 
600s 9 amayouvra es THY 

, wl Les? ee e 
Cony, Kat OAtyot elo ot 
evpioKxovTes avTiy. 


As in the former passage, so here St. Luke gives only 
an extract, wherein, however, he develops the teach- 
ing by means of aywviGerbe and Cyricovow (aywvi- 
Ceo Oat, a classical word not found elsewhere in the 
gospels, though it occurs in St. Paul; St. Luke also 
writes éCyTjcapev éEeAOciv in Acts xvi. 10, and a 
Cireiv which is not given in St. Matthew is also 
found in St. Luke’s parallel to St. Matt. x. 89; with 
ovk ioxvewv, compare also St. Luke vi. 48, viii. 43, 
xiv. 6, xiv. 30, xvi. 3, xx. 26; Acts vi. 10, xxv. 7). 
The converse theory that St. Matthew here, and in 
vi. 19 f., has worked up a shorter text (Wellhausen), 
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is absolutely incapable of proof. St. 


Luke has 


written Ovpa for 7vAy, because he omitted « the way,” 
so that @vpa would more naturally suggest itself. 
St. Luke thinks of the door of a house (vide also the 
following verse 25); Q and St. Matthew think of the 


gate of a city. 
St. Matt. vii. 16: 


THY KAapTOV erruyvaced De 
= , , , 
avTous’ unte svAAEyov- 


Sos 
avo 


ci. amo axavOayv ora- 
pudas 1 aro TptBorwy 
gixa; (17) ovtws may 
dévd pov ayabov KapTrous 
KaNous Tole, TO O€ cam pov 
dévd pov Kapmous Tovnpous 
(18) ov dvvarac 
dévd pov ayabov Kaptrovs 
Tovnpous éveyKeiv, vee 
dévdpov camrpov Kapzrovs 
ee ie : 

Cf. also St. Matt. xii. 
33: 3 mwomoare TO Oév- 


dpov KaAov 


TOlEl. 


A A 
Kal Tov 
° A , 
avr ou KkaXoy, 
7 moujoare TO Sév3pov 
Tam pov Kal TOV kapmov 
auTou TAT pov: eK yap 
TOU kap7ov TO dévd pov 

YLVOTKET AL 


kapmoy 


St. Luke vi. 44, 43: 
4 / ’ a 
EKaOTOV dévdpov €K TOU 
idiov kap7ov yivaoke- 
’ ‘ > . ~ 
Tal ov yap €& axav0av 
guAAEyovrwy ciKa, ovde 
éx Barov 
TpvVy@oty. 
fia} 
EO TLV 


oTradvAny 
(43) otf yap] 
dévdpov KaXov 
ToLovv kapmov TAT poy, 
ovde [rao] dévd pov 
cam pov TOLoUY Kap Tov 
KaAOM 


St. Matthew found the saying in two sources, and 
therefore gives it twice, probably intermingling the 
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two forms. Which of the two sources is Q, is to be 
determined by comparison with St. Luke. (In regard 
to the order of the clauses—whether St. Luke verse 
44, stood before verse 48—-we are no longer in a 
position to say anything definite.) We may be sure 
that Q had the words & tod xaprod 70 dévpov 
ywookerat (€kaoTov was probably added by St. Luke— 
an interpolation of the same character as the zag 
which he is so fond of inserting in the text—like- 
wise idiov, which is, moreover, wanting in D). Also 
the rhetorical question of St. Matthew 16° is original ; 
St. Luke has often removed such rhetorical questions 
(vide supra on St. Matt. v. 46, 47). Baros is a more 
choice expression than tpiBodos, and is therefore 
secondary, and the Lukan distinction between 
auvAAéyey and tpvyay is certainly appropriate, but 
for that very reason it can scarcely be original. 
St. Luke chose the singular orapuAjy, because he had 
also replaced the plural rp:8. by the singular Baros. 
The 17th verse of St. Matthew is wanting in St. 
Luke; the latter may have considered it superfluous. 
(It is nevertheless a Semitic practice to give positive 
and negative expression to the same thought in 


adjacent clauses.) For ov dl¥vata:... éveyKeiv... 
mowv, St. Luke reads: ove éorw ... mwolwv... 


mowovv—this participial construction is Lukan; the 
evangelist probably also wished to avoid an infini- 
tive aorist and present in close connection. It is, 
moreover, noteworthy that neither Zveyxoy nor any 
of its derivatives are found in St. Luke’s gospel. 
The singular xaprov in St. Luke and St. Matt. 
xii. $8, together with the adjectives xaAds and 
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campos (see likewise St. Matt. xii. 33) must have 


stood in Q. 


St. Matt. vii. 21: 
mas 6 VNéywy mot KupLe 
Kupte elaeAevoeTat els THY 
Bacirelav ovpavay, 
GAN’ 6 rot@v TO OéAnua 
TOU TAT POS fou TOU ev 

ees : 
Tois ovpavots. 

(24) was obv Satis axover 
wou Tous Adryous TOUTOUS 
Kal Tole’ avToUs 6fLo01wO)- 
ceTat avdpl ppovium doris 
@GKooouynoev avToU THY 
oikiay émt Thy TéTpay. 
(25) cai katéBn 7 Bpoxn 
kat 7AOoy of ToTaKMot Kal 
émvevoav ot 


TOV 


cA A 
Gvemor Kal 
, in ld > U 

POTEET AY TH OLKiG EKELVY, 
A . a+ , 

kat ovk €mrer ey" TeBepeNiwro 

yep emt THY méT pay. (26) 

Kal 7as 0 akovwy fou Tous 

Adryous ToUTOUS Kal [Ly 

A ’ A 

TOLWY AVTOUS OmoWwOnTETaL 

? 6 ‘ ce v4 ’ , 

avdpt pop, Satis @Kodd- 

ra! lal A Sue SEN 

MynoeV QUTOU THY OlKLaY emt 
A oS A 

Thy apmoyv, (27) Kat 

, € A Nyy 
caréByn 7 Booyn cat 7Oov 
\ x 

ot ToTamol Kal émvevcay 
A ete \ t 

ot dve“ot Kat TporéKo\yay 
Ge el A ’ , A 

TY OlKLG EKELVY, Kal E7rETEY, 


St. Luke vi. 
vii. 1: 
, , A ’ - 
Kupleé Kuple, KQ@l OU TOLELTE 


a Neyo; 


46-49 ; 


dé me KaAeiTe 


(47) Tas obv Epxomevos 
™ pos be Kal GKovwy Hou 
TaV NOywv Kal ToL@Y av- 

, e , e - , 
Tous, vmode~Ew viv Tin 
> A oe 4 s 
ert Omotos. (48) dmotos 
+ ’ a ’ 
éotw avOpw7rw oikodo- 

lal Se ad a4 
MovrTt oiklay, Os érKxanbev 

© ’ , A 4 
kat é€BaOuvev Kat €Onxev 
OeuéAtoy ext Thy TéTpaY, 

‘2 A 
mAnuuvpys de ryevouevns 
mporépngey 6 6 ToT amos Tm 
oka éxeivn Kal ovK foxurev 
oa To 
KaA@s oikodouncOa avTiy. 

A 
(49) 6 dé axovcas Kat 

4 
Mn Toujcas Omolws eoTw 
avOpare 


waNeod: auTny 


° 
olkodomirayTe 
2 ¥ ’ A x a 
olklay éml THY YiV Xwpis 
, LO} , LZ 
OeneAtou, 7 mporépneev oO 
, A ‘ / 
ToTamos, Kal evOus cuveTre- 
bench J la A cn 
TeV, KAL EYEVETO TO PHYyMa 
n ie « > , , 
Tijs oixlas éxelvyns meya. 
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Kat hv 4 Taos avTHS (vii. 1) eed éardr}- 
, 

Meyaadn. pwcev TavTa Ta pywara 
(vii. 28, vill, 5) kai avrov . . . elondOev ets 


éyévero Ore éTéAevev 6 Kagapvaovu. 
"Incots Tous Adyous Tov- 
° , A 
Tous . .. elceAOovros dé 
aitou eis Kadapvaovu.. . 


It may be questioned whether St. Matt. vii. 21 and 
St. Luke vi. 46 are really derived from Q. The 
common source perhaps lies far in the background of 
time, and we may not with absolute certainty claim 
the verse for Q. If, however, an attempt is made to 
reconstruct Q, then o Aéywv pou KUpLe is, in respect of 
originality, certainly to be preferred to xaNeiy me xipre, 
and «to do the will of my Father” to “my words.” 
St. Matt. 22, 23 and St. Luke xiii. 26, 27 are quite 
independent of one another (I have therefore refrained 
from printing these verses in the above passage), even 
though here also a common source lies far in the 
background. It is most probable that we have here 
genuine instances of translation-variants—compare 
Omoroyjow avTois St. ovdéroTe Eyvov Wuas: aToxw- 
petre amr é€uov ot épryaCoevor Thy avoylay with 
Aéyw vuiv, ovK olda TOOev éoté: amdaTnTE am’ éuov 
mavres épyarat adixias. In regard to the parable 
which certainly stood in the common source, Well- 
hausen has remarked that in St. Luke it is more life- 
like, and that its reference to the different characters 
of the Christian community is more obvious and dis- 
tinct. Even if this were so, it would have little weight 
in determining the superior originality of St. Luke’s 


72 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


version. But I cannot share Wellhausen’s impression, 
except perhaps in the case of the very descriptive 
words: 0s écxawev cat éBabuvev Kai €Onxev Oeuérov. 
St. Matthew often omits such descriptions, so that 
these words are perhaps original (yet, on the other 
hand, we have ground for hesitation in the fact that 
the first two verbs are found in the New Testament 
only in St. Luke; crate again in xiii. 8 and xvi. 3; 
I shall, however, return to this point). As for the rest, 
the text of St. Matthew for the most part deserves 
the preference (with perhaps the exception of UTodetEw 
xTX. in St. Luke, for this vrodetEw receives a certain 
attestation from another passage in Q, viz. St. Matt. 
iil. 7 = St. Luke iii. 7, and is once again omitted by 
St. Matthew in x. 28, cf St. Luke xii. 5). The intro- 
duction of the parable accordingly ran perhaps some- 
what as follows: as odv 80719 dkovee pov Tods 
Adyous TovTOvs Kat ote? avrovs, UTrodetEw Uuly Tint 
ectiv Gpmowos. Smows éeotw xTr\. And yet it may 
very well be that vrodelEw was inserted by St. Luke, 
and that the somewhat illogical future Passive omo10- 
Ojcerat has in this case a claim to originality. St. 
Matthew writes: was ody Sortie dxovet xa Tote, St. 
Luke in better Greek: zé ody (€pxduevos mpds pe Kat) 
Gkovwy Kat mov. St. Matthew writes : avdpt OoTts 
wxodduncev, St. Luke: avOpdr@ oikodomodvTt. St. 
Matthew, a’tod ty oixiavy, St. Luke in better 
Greek: ofkiay. St. Matthew: xai Katey 7 Bpoxi, 
St. Luke avoids the vulgar Bpoxits and writes in the 
genitive absolute TAnupdpns yevouérys. St. Matthew 
thinks of storms of rain and wind, but to St. Luke it 
seemed improbable that these could overturn a house, 
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and he therefore supplies a flooded river. For ov« 
tcxuoev, as Lukan, vide supra on St. Luke xiii. 24. 
St. Matthew writes: ras 6 dkovwy Kat uy Troiwy, St. 
Luke more correctly: 6 de dkovoas Kat py Trouoas. 
St. Matthew writes: ért ryv aupov, St. Luke—be- 
cause he saw that a man could build a house firmly 
even on sand—writes: éxi tHv yijv yopis Oeuediov. 
As these words are certainly added by St. Luke, it is 
therefore improbable that the «@Oyxcev Oeuédov” 
occurring in a former verse stood in Q. This, 
however, also renders “écxavey kat éBa0vvev” very 
doubtful. The original parable simply distinguished 
between the house on the rock and the house on the 
sand, just as St. Matthew gives it. The thought that 
a good foundation depends upon labour is first intro- 
duced by St. Luke, and was suggested by the words 
in Q: teOeucdiwto ert tHy TéTpav, where, however, 
the emphasis rests upon 7érpav. Why indeed should 
St. Matthew have omitted this trait if he had found 
it in his exemplar? On the other hand, it is quite 
intelligible that the simple contrast of “rock and 
sana” did not seem sufficient to a later writer, who 
reflected that still everything depended upon the 
laying a good foundation, whatever the nature of 
the soil might be. Moreover, cvsaimrew is certainly 
less original than the simple wirrew, and it is very 
clear that the words speaking of a great breach are a 
correction; for «the falling was great” is a solecism. 
In St. Matthew ppovimos and wwpds alone cannot be 
claimed for Q; for “wpos is exclusively confined to St. 
Matthew among the four evangelists (occurring seven 
times in the first gospel), and ppompos also occurs in 
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this gospel seven times (never in St. Mark, twice in 
St. Luke). 

It is a most important point that St. Matt. vii. 28 
and viii. 5 have a parallel in St. Luke vii. 1; for 
from this it follows with certainty that even in Q 
large portions of the Sermon on the Mount occurred 
together, and that the Sermon was followed by the 
Cure of the Centurion’s Servant in Capernaum. But 
both evangelists have altered the wording here; for 
éyévero Ste éré\ecev is a phrase that is often repeated 
by St. Matthew (vide xi. 1, xiii. 53, xix. 1, xxvi. 1), 
and the genitive absolute (eixeAOevtos a’rov), which is 
added, likewise shows the secondary character of the 
text of St. Matthew at this point. But the Lukan 
text is shown to be secondary by ézed (never 
occurring in St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; 
five times, however, in St. Luke’s gospel and Acts), 
as well as by zavra ta piwara (never occurring in 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John; thrice again in 
St. Luke). ‘There seems, therefore, no hope of recover- 
ing the original wording of the source before the 
words eaAOev e's Kabapvaovu. 


St. Matt. viii. 5: 
KicerOdvros oe avToo 


St. Luke vii. 1-10. . 
elo Oev ets Kapap- - 


els Kapapraoip 7™po- 
opOev abt Exar dvTap- 
Xo mapaxardy avroy 
(6) Kat réyor: KU pre, 6 
Ss fou BeBrAnra év Th 
otkia TAOANUTIKOS, ELVOS 


Bacavi{duevos, (7) Aéyee 


vaovp, (2)é exaTOVTGp- 
Xou dé Twos dodAos <a 
éxov “uedDev TeXcuTay, O¢ 
vy avTO evT LOS. (8) a akov- 
owas S3 rept TOU ‘Tyob 
aréaretNev pos 

mpecPuTépous Tar 


avTov 
’Tov- 
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A 
avTe * eyo éAOwy Oepa- 
mevow avrov. (8) 4 a7roK pl- 
Beis de 6 EKATOVTAPXOS 
en: KUpte, OUK elute 
\ 
tkavog tva mov vT0 THY 
oTéyny elvéA Ons? GANG 
povoy elme ACYH, Kat 
tabicerat Oo Tais fou, 
(9) Kat 14p eye avOpw- 
73s etme umro eEovelay, 
éxwv um’ é“auToy oT pa- 
TLOTAS, Kal NEyw TOUTH: 
mopevOnTt, Kal jwopeve- 
A + 4 
Tal, Kat avAw* Epxou, 
kat @pxeTat, Kat To 

7, , 
dovAw pout molncoy 

n~ \ ra 
ToUTO, Kat mote. (10) 
° , ‘ elesy an 
akovaas O€ 6 ‘Incods 
éOavmacev Kat elrev 
Tols akoAovOovc ty: aun 
re e a 50e > ~ 
éyw vupuly, ovde ev TH 
2 | aN , , 

gpanX TocauvTyY Tic- 
TLY ev por. 

(3) Kat elrev 6 ’Incots 
To écaTovTapyXn" uraye, 
ws eémliorevoas ‘yevnOyTw 

U a (os 
co. Kat ta0y 6 mais év TH 
ope éxeivy. 


‘OF THE TEXT 


15 


dalwy, épwrav avTov drrws 
€A Ow diacéoyn TO SovAOY 
(4) of dé wapa- 
ryevomevor 7 pos tov ’In- 
cou mTapexadouy aur ov 
TTOVOaIws, A€évyouTes Ort 


ote es 
QauTou., 


aks éorw @ mapeen 
TOUTO, (6) ayant yep 


TO eOvos 7p Kal THY 
cuvaywyny ates wKoddun- 
oev nly, (6) 6 de "Incots 
FAN 
70 
es} ? lal > ‘ ° , 
dé avToU ov paxpay aré- 
Xovros amo Tis otkias, 
éreurev irous 6 éxaTov- 
Tapxns A€ywr ATH KU pLe, 
A / > N € 
ban okvAXOU" Ov yap tKa- 
vos elute iva vro THY 
, ° 14 
arTéynyv mov etaéAOys: 
(7) 6 ovde émavTov iElwoa 
7 pos oe éAOciv: adda 
, A , Ay x) , 
elme NOY, Kat (abjTw 


e 


oO mais pov, (8) kal yap 


? , ‘ aoe 
ET OPEVETO Guy avTols, 


> BA , , 
eye avOpwros ett 
UTo éEovciayv Tacoo- 


” oF X 
mevos, EXwY Um eEmavToY 
TT PATLOTAS, Kat héyw 

/, , A 
TOUTH’ TopEVOnTL, Kat 

, + 

TOpEvEeTal, ahr: 

4A 
épxou, Kat épxeTat, Kat 
TD OOVAW ov: Toing ov 


mote. (9) 


4 
Kal 


lal a 
TOUTO, Kal 
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5) , \ ~ e 
akovoas o€ TavTa 6 
’ ve > , . 
Incots éOatuacey av- 
4 A 

TOV, Kat oTpapes Tw 
° lal 5] oS 
axorovBotvri wre dyro 
> , eee ss 
eimev’ N€yw vVuiv, ovde 
b] “~ ? 4 , 
ev t@ ’IepandX Tocat- 
THY TigTLY EdpoY. 

(10) cat vrorrpébavres 
’ X ™ e , 
elg TOV Oikoy of TeupOErTes 
a od ra 
ebpov Tov dovdAov vytat- 
vovra, 


In this section at least it is obvious that all 
traits in St. Luke different from or in addition to 
St. Matthew do not proceed from Q, and that 
St. Matthew thus transmits the source in the more 
original form. The two deputations to our Lord 
(in place of the personal interview of the centurion) 
are a later addition. This is strikingly shown 
(1) by the fact that the long speech which St. Luke 
assigns to the friends is intelligible and appropriate 
only if it was spoken by the centurion himself, and 
(2) because also in St. John (iv. 46 ff.) the centurion 
(BaciAuds) comes himself. An attempt to distinguish 
between that portion of the additional matter in 
St. Luke which perhaps came to him through tradi- 
tion, and that for which he himself is solely re- 
sponsible, is under such circumstances unnecessary. 
I would only remark that evriwos (verse 2), of Tapa- 
revo mevor (verse 4), o7rovdalws (verse 4), Maxpay 
améxew (verse 6), did (verse 7), a&totdv (verse 7), the 
passive taccer Oa (verse 8) are, as far as the gospels 
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are concerned, exclusively Lukan (dio alone occurs 
once in St. Matthew); and, again, that it is in the 
style of St. Luke to supply objects to the verbs 
(of. St. Matthew verse 10 and St. Luke verse 9), 
and likewise to add ris (cf St. Matthew verse 5 and 
St. Luke verse 2). Again, diac#(ew can be claimed 
as Lukan, as well as the alternation between drréc- 
retNev (verse 3) and ézeupev (verse 6), and the 
pleonastic atpadels (verse 9). It cannot be shown 
that St. Matthew has altered the text of Q (note 
among other things the eye of verse 7, which is so 
characteristic of Q); moreover, traces of this text 
still appear throughout St. Luke’s version, even at 
the beginning of the narrative where the trans- 
formation is so complete (vide also vrais of St. Luke 
verse 7, while dotAos is used in verse 2). Thus Trois 
axorovOover (St. Luke, t@ axoAovOovvtt airy byAw) 
is also original, probably also the aujv. With the 
un oxvAXov of St. Luke verse 6, compare St. Luke 
viii. 49 (St. Mark v. 35). The concluding verse 
has a completely different form in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke. Later I shall give what I believe to be 
sufficient justification for the bold hypothesis that 
this verse did not stand in Q. Here I would only 
point out that St. Matt. viii. 13 is almost exactly 
like St. Matt. xv. 28 (Canaanitish woman), while 
St. Luke winds up the passage with a conclusion 
of conventional character. 


Star Matti. vili-c Lh: St. Luke xiii. 28, 29: 
Néyw dé tpiv OtimorAXrot exet Exrat 6 KravVOMOs 
aro avaToA@y kal dva- Kat 6 Bpovymos Trav 
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Ov iEovety Kal avak- 
ALOncovTar peta ’AP- 
paap. kat ’loaak «Kat 
‘TakwB év try Bacr- 
Aelia TOY ovpaver’ 
(12) of de viot rip Bact- 
Aelas ex BAHROnTovTat 
[eEeAevrovra] eis TO 
OKOTOS TO e&WTEpov’ éxel 
éoTat 0 KAavOmos Kal 6 
Bovyuos TOV OOOYTHY, 


OF JESUS 
oddvrwy, Stay drbecOe 
"ABpaau kat ’Ioaak 
kat ’laxkoB Kat ravras 
Tous mpodpyras év TH 


, n~ om £ A 
BaciXrela Tod Oeod, tuas 
dé éxBarAopméevous cE. 
(29) Kat qEovew aro 
avatoA@yv Kat dvopov 

A .J \ ~ A , 
kat [azo] Boppa Kal vOTOU, 
Kat avaxAtOyncovrTar ev 
tn Bacirelia Tod Oeou. 


If we represent the order of the component 
clauses of St. Matthew’s version of the saying by 
the series 1, 2%, 2°, 2°, 3, 4, then the order of St. 
Luke is given by the series 4, 2°, 2°, 3, 1, 2% 2% It 
is here evident that 4 occupies a false position at 
the beginning, for éxe? is thus out of connection (it does 
not connect with xiii. 27); hence 4 after 3, the 
order of St. Matthew, is original; 2° (év rq Baci\ela 
7. 8.) occurs twice in St. Luke, which of itself shows 
that 2%>° belong together, and that 2* (cat avaxd.0}- 
covrat) is thus in place at the beginning, coming 
after 1. The order of St. Matthew is accordingly 
original. The change of order in St. Luke is due 
to the transposition of 4 (éé x7.) to the beginning, 
for which the reason is not obvious. This required 
further transpositions and also the interpolation of 
OvveoBe (so that the thought of the passage now 
reminds us of the Rich Man in Hades). ITavras 
Tous pobijras is also secondary; also oWerOe with 
double accusative is Lukan. If in St. Matthew, 
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e&eAevoovTat is the right reading, as is probable, 
it is then the translation of the Aramaic N’phag, 
which acts as the passive to Appeq (éxBadAewv)—vide 
Wellhausen ; but St. Luke here has not given a new 
and better translation of the Aramaic word, but 
has simply replaced the poor Greek éfe\evocovrat 
by éx@arAouevovs. The phrase efs +. okdros T. 
eféTepov occurs in the New ‘Testament only in 
St. Matthew, and that thrice (vide xxii. 13, xxv. 30). 
Here also it is inserted by the evangelist, who again 
probably introduced zoAAoi at the beginning (else- 
where it is not unusual for St. Luke to supply subjects 
to subjectless verbs). On the other hand, Borras and 
Notos certainly belong to the Hellenic evangelist. 


[St. Matt. x. 7: aopevo- [St. Luke ix. 2: aéc- 
pevot O€ KNpUTOETE Aé- Teitev avTous Knpuooew 
yovtes OTe ryyucev 4 = THY Bacirelay TOU Oeod Kai 
Bacidela TOY oupavary tac Oar]. 

(12) eloepxopsevot oe els (x. 5): els qv 0’ dv eicéA- 


THY olKtay aomacac Oe aw 
ayv* (18) kat éav pev 9 


Sif 
Onre oikiay, mpw@tov Deé- 
’ a , 
yeTe’ elpnvn, TH oiK 


oikia agia, EAOarw 7 eLpnvn 
Upov em avTHv? éav Oe [Ay 
7 aia, n elpnyn UMOV pos 
¢ ~~ > , 

Umas emiaTpaDiTw, 

(24) | ouK eoTw pabyrngs 
UTEP TOV didaoKadov oude 
dobAos vrep Tov KUpLov 
auTou, ey dpKeroy TO 
panty, wa yévyTat wo o 
dudoKados avTov, Kal oO 
dovAos ws 6 KUpLos avTOU. 


ToT». (6) Kai éav 7 exet 
vids elpnvns, eTAVATANTET AL 
mr’ auTov 4 elpnvn UML@V* EL 
Oe pye ep’ vuas ava- 
, Y p 
Kap. 
(vi. 40): ovk 
A € A A , 
maOyrns UTEp Tov diWac- 
A 
KaAov* KATHPTLOMEVOS oe 
a) a e € , 
Tas €rTal we 6 dWacKaAdos 
avuTov. 


a 
€oTlV 
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St. Luke has transformed the direct discourse of 
St. Matt. x. 7 into narrative. The words xat tac@a 
are a Lukan interpolation, as is suggested by the fact 
that our Lord’s work of healing is the chief point of 
interest with St. Luke. He also delights to give 
special emphasis to the Mission of the disciples. 
Again, the record that the Kingdom was the sub-- 
ject of their preaching is of later character than 
the tradition that it consisted of the proclamation 
“iyytxev.” It is, however, very questionable whether 
we are at all justified in assigning this clause to Q. 

The conjunctive relative (St. Luke x. 5) is a con- 
struction which is very frequent in St. Luke, belonging 
to the characteristics which distinguish his style from 
those of the other evangelists, with whom it is of rare 
occurrence. HEicé\@y7e is a grammatical improve- 
ment upon eicepyduevor, St. Luke has also avoided 
acraCerOat in St. Matt. v. 47; he substitutes the 
words of the greeting itself, deriving them from what 
follows. It is also undoubtedly due to later reflexion 
that the worthiness of a single inhabitant of the 
house replaces the worthiness of the whole house. 
Moreover, St. Luke elsewhere uses the phrases, “sons 
of light” (xvi. 8), “of this generation” (J.c. and xx. 
34), “of consolation ” (Acts iv. 36), «of the Resurrec- 
tion ” (St. Luke xx. 36). Nothing similar is found in 
St. Matthew. “A £:os, used absolutely, is also found in 
St. Matt. x. 11 and xxii. 8; St. Luke has avoided 
it (on linguistic grounds rightly). ’Ezavarajrerat 
(for e\Oatw éz’ avtiv) is found again in the New 
Testament only in Rom. ii. 17, and shows by the 
repeated preposition that it is alien to the simple 
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language of the source. St. Luke reads ef for éay, as 
(wide supra) in St. Matt. v. 46, 47 (ef is rare in Q). 
The middle érictpéperOa: is avoided by St. Luke in 
the gospel and the Acts (see, on the other hand, 
St. Matt. ix. 2%; St. Mark v. 30, viii. 33; St. John 
xxi. 20); it probably belonged to the vulgar idiom. 
In St. Matt. x. 24 f., St. Luke seems to me to have 
omitted the clause concerning the lord and the 
servant because it was superfluous and sounded quite 
trivial. That the second half of the verse in St. Luke 
proceeds from the same source as St. Matthew, is 
shown by the words ws 6 didackaros arot, It is 
therefore impossible to accept Wellhausen’s theory 
that we have here an instance of faulty translation 
from the Aramaic, and that was must be taken 
adverbially (= perfectly). St. Luke has often inserted 
mas, and the reason why he has here made such drastic 
changes is easily seen. Verse 25 in St. Matthew (ae. 
in the source) sounded as if every scholar could 
without difficulty become as his master; St. Luke 
somewhat pedantically wished to make such an in- 
ference impossible. Also xatypticuévos, which does 
not occur elsewhere in the gospels, though indeed in 
St. Paul (Rom. ix. 22; 1 Cor. i. 10; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; 
cf. Heb. xi. 3), is a word of somewhat choice char- 
acter, and hence points to the style of St. Luke. 
‘Apxerdy occurs once again in St. Matt. vi. 34, 
otherwise not in the New Testament (St. Matt. vi. 34 
also comes probably from Q, but the parallel is want- 
ing in St. Luke). The text of St. Matthew in this 
passage shows no trace of secondary elements. Even 
the jyyuev of verse 7 is original; the narrative form 
A 
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of the parallel verse in St. Luke made it not very 
easy to include this word, vide supra. 


St. Matt. x. 27: 6 
hey viv éy TH oKorig, 
elrare ev TO peri: Kal 0 
elg TO ods akoveTe, KNpv- 
Eare emt =TOV Swparoy. 
(28) Kal py poBeiaGe aro 


TOV dr oxTevvOvTov TO 


cama, Thy de Wuyny my 
duvauevov atroxteivat’ po- 
BeicOe Sé padrdov Tov 
, A A A 
Ouvamevov kat ~uyny Kat 
coma amodeoa év yeévyp. 
(29) odxt dvo orpoviia 
doocaplov wwAdTa; Kat év 
€& avT@y ov TecEiTaL ert 
THY YhV avev Tov Tart pos 
vuaov. (80) tudy dé Kat ai 
Tpixes THS Keparhs Tara 
? , fe ‘ 
jptOunuevat eiotv. (31) py 
ou poPeiabe: ToAN@Y 
Le , ¢ - 
ot povOiwy dia:pépere vsucis. 
(32) mas ody batts OMuodo- 
ynoer év emor eum poo Bev 
TOY AVOPWTwY, MOOT 
Kayo év alto eumpoc bev 
TOU TaTpds fou TOU év 
Tois ovpavois. (33) doris 
A 
dé apyijonrat je eum poo bev 
Tov avOowrer, apvijromat 


St. Luke xii. 3: dca év 
Th oKOTia elmaTe, ev TH 
wri axovabijcerat, Kal 0 
T pos TO ods eAaAncaTe ev 
Tos Tamelols, KnpvXOnTEeT aL 
éml Tav OwuaTwv. (4) éyw 
de vuiv Tois iro pov, 
wy poByOire ato TeV 
ATOKTEVVOYTMY TO Toua 
Kal META TAUTA [Ay eXOVT WY 

pees é 
TEplTTOTEPOY TL Toca" 
(5) urodelEw Oe vpmiy Tia 
poPnbire: poBiOyre Tov 
META TO ATOKTEVaL & Xovra 
eouvciay éuBareiv els THY 
yéevvav> vat, Aéyw UML, 
TouTov PoPijOnre. (6) ovxt 
mévre cTpovOla rwXovrTat 
accapiwy dvo; Kat éy e& 
avT@y oUK éoTW émNeANo- 
Mévoy eveortov Tou Oeov. 
(7) adXa Kat ai Tpixes TNS 
Keharts vuav racat 7pi0- 
pnvTat. [7 poBeicbe: ror- 
Av oT povOiwy rapépere. 
(8) Adyw de byiv, mas de 
dv omoroyion ev’ éuot 
éurpor0ev Tov avOparrwy, 
Kat © vlog Tou avOpérrov 
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Kayo avTov eum poobev Tod Omoroyyoe ev avTe eu- 

TaTpos mov Tov év Tois mpocbey Tav ayyédwy TOU 

ovpavois. Beod, (9) 6 0& apryca- 
eves ME €vOTTLOY Te” 
avOpdmrey arapynOnoer at 
evsTriov TOV ayyéAwv Tot 
Beod, 


Wellhausen recognises, in his remarks on St. 
Matthew verse 7, that St. Luke is here secondary. 
Probably he wished that our Lord should not appear 
as a mystagogue.—As he had already used etrare 
in the protasis he wrote axovoOycera in the apodosis, 
and then he was again obliged to alter dxovere and 
to replace it by éAaAjocare; moreover, dxovew with 
eis TO ods Offended his sense of style as an uncouth 
construction ; St. Luke substitutes the more correct 
Aarery 7 pos To ovs. Again, dca is more correct 
than 6. Then xypvgare is changed into xypyyOjcerat 
parallel to axoveOyjcera. Finally, the contrast, «ear 
and housetop,” was too grotesque for the Hellenic 
artist; he therefore softened it by interpolating « in 
the secret chambers.” 

Coming to St. Matthew verse 28, we see that the 
Aeyw vuiv Tots idows mov can scarcely be original. 
St. Luke felt the faulty connection of the two verses, 
and therefore begins a new paragraph; moreover, 
«“ @iAot” is a characteristic word which belongs both 
to the Lukan and the Johannine writings. My 
oBnOjre is more elegant than an poBeiabe (St. Luke 
has allowed the present in St. Matthew verse 31 to 
stand). St. Luke says nothing concerning «the 
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slaying of the soul”; it is not clear for what reason 
(he also omits «the soul” in verse 5). I conjecture 
that «the slaying of the soul” was a monstrous idea to 
the Hellenic evangelist (and besides repisodrepov 71 
betrays the Lukan style). The irodetéw of St. Luke 
may be original, but need not be so (vide on St. 
Matt. vii. 24); it stands in place of mador, which 
is incorrect Greek. Again, droAéoa év ryeévyy is bad 
Greek; St. Luke substitutes éu@aret ets. By the 
repetition of Aéyw and poBjOyre at the close of the 
verse, St. Luke yet again points to its importance. 
Naturally this emphasis is not original. 

The existence of the variants, “two sparrows for 
a farthing” and “five sparrows for two farthings” 
(verse 29%), is an enigma. Had sparrows become 
cheaper? In 29° no one will doubt that St. Matthew 
has the original text. This is shown also in the 
phraseology: évémoy is peculiar to St. Luke among 
the synoptists (it does not occur in St. Matthew 
and St. Mark), and ov« éotw émdeAyop. is the 
language of literature. St. Matthew's raryp vuov 
for Qeds (vide supra on St. Matt. vi. 26) is alone 
secondary. 

In St. Matthew verse 30, St. Luke’s arrangement 
of the words is grammatically more correct, but that 
of St. Matthew better suits the sense, and is accord- 
ingly more original; 7oiQunvra is of course a cor- 
rection for jo:Ouyuévac eiciv. St. Luke replaces the 
weak 6¢ by the stronger word aAAa. 

In St. Matthew verse 31, Wellhausen is right in 
asserting that we have here an instance of false 
translation from the Aramaic (zoAA@y in place of 
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mToAX®); but the error already occurred in Q, for 
St. Luke also gives a similar text. The pronominal 
subject (vets) is omitted by St. Luke, as is so often 
the case. The ody in St. Matthew is doubtful. 

St. Matt. 32 f.: St. Luke again marks the new 
thought by introducing the words Aéyw dé viv. 
«Son of Man,” which he reads in his version of verse 
32, cannot be original; for in verse 33 he also has the 
«I” (like St. Matthew in both places). However, 
eumporbev T. ayyéAwy is certainly original (vide St. 
Mark viii. 38); here again we find support for the 
theory that St. Matthew has probably often inserted 
the phrases, “my Father which is in heaven,” «the 
Father which is in heaven,” into his source. In 
verse 33 both the participle 6 apyycauevos as well 
as evwriov and arrapynOjcerat (for apynropat Kayo 
avrov) are Lukan (St. Luke uses the passive more 
frequently than the other evangelists). 


St. Matt. x. 34: uy 
voplonre OTL iOov | Banei v 
elpyvny emt THY yw OUK 
ABov Pareiv etpnvyy aAAG 
Max apa. (35) 7A Oov yap 
dvyacat avOpwrov KaTa 
TOU TAT pos avTou 
Ouyarépa KATA THS pT pos 
QuThs Kat vipipay KaTa Tis 
mevOe pas auras. [(37) © 

tA@y marepa i WNTEDG 
uTép ue OUK eoTLY [Lou 
akvos" Kat 0 pia@v viov 9 


\ 
aed 


Si. Lnoke-- xi. — 5}: 
OokeiTre OTL elprvay mrape- 
yevopuay Sobvat &v Th YD; 
ovxl, Aéeyw uuiv, adn % 
Orapepirpor. (538) dramep- 
weOjoovTa TaThp emi vio 
Kal vlogs emt marpl, MTN 
ert Ouyarépa Kat Ouyarnp 
emi THY MaTEpa, mevOepa 
emt THY vopcpyy QuTAs Kat 
wun emt THY mevOepay. 
[(xiv. 26) él THs epxerau 
7 pos Me Kal OU ploel TOV 


\ 
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Ouyarépa vTrep éué OvK 
éorw pou a€tos.] 


, 
(38) kat d¢ ov AauBaver 
\ fal 4 
Tov oTavpoy avrov Kal 
axoNov0et dmicw jou, OvK 
éotw mou a&.os. 
A 
(39) 0 evpwy THY Woy 
avToU amoAécet avTHY, Kat 
€ ’ Lh x A 
0 amoAecas THV Wuyi 
avrou €vexey €uou evprjret 
QuTny. 
e , ¢ al 
(40) o dex oevos uuas 
éue déxerat, kal 6 eueé 
dexomevos déxeTat 
amrooreiAavTa Me. 


A 
TOV 


marépa aur ob kat THY 
MNTEpA Kal THY YuVaika Kat 
Ta TéKVa Kal TOUS adEA- 
povs Kat Tus dde\das, ért 
Te Kal THY EavToU ~vyijy, 
ov duvarat etval mou pabn- 
TIS. | 

(xiv. 27) dcr ov Bac- 
TaCet TOV oTavpov €avToU 

—- aa ’ 
Kal EDXETAL OTLTW LOU, OU 
dvvatat eival wou waOyris. 

(xvii. 33) 69 éay Cation 
Thy abuxny avuTou Te pl- 
TomoacOat amoXéce av- 
amroNeoet 
Cwoyoviret aur. 


a 
THv, Os 0 ay 


Ly 2 , e A 

(x. 16) 6 dxovwv tua 
’ n~ ’ , A € ’ ~ 
€u“oU axkovel, Kat 0 aberav 
e lol > \ ° a e A ’ A 
vuas eue aOeret: 6 O€ eue 
’ ~ ’ a A > 
aQerav abete? Tov aroc- 

, r 
TelAavTa Me. 


In St. Matthew verse 34, we find that St. Luke has 


again inserted Aéyw vuir. 


My vouionre St ArOov 


occurs also in St. Matt. v. 17; doxetre is found in Q 
(St. Matt. xxiv. 44=St. Luke xii. 44); yet there is 
some doubt whether this verse belongs to Q. As, 
however, St. Luke has here the interrogative form, 
which he has often obliterated elsewhere, we must 
decide in his favour. Evpjny dodva ev rH yn is 
certainly an improvement in style; Tapeyevouny is a 
choicer word than 7\@ov, and dvauepirudy (here only 


INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXT 87 


in the New Testament) than payapay, lastly, the 
arrangement of the words in St. Luke shows more 
artistic skill. The same stands good of St. Matthew 
verse 35=St. Luke verse 53: diapepicuds was the 
cause of the substitution of dtapepic Onrovrat for 
HAPov dtyaoa (the latter word is wanting in the 
LXX, and may also have been disliked by St. Luke) ; 
maTnp eri vio Kat vios éxt Tarpi is more correct than 
the awkward avO pwr ov KaTa TOU TAT pos avrov. For 
symmetry St. Luke also repeated the “mother and 
daughter,” and the “mother-in-law and daughter-in- 
law.” 

It is difficult to come to a definite decision con- 
cerning the relationship of St. Matthew verse 37 to 
St. Luke xiv. 26. It may be doubted whether Q is 
here the common source, however certain it is that 
some such source lies in the ultimate background. 
It is probable that St. Luke is strongly influenced by 
St. Mark x. 29, that wice?vy, and likewise ér: te Kal 
(re is Lukan), must be assigned to him, that he has 
formed the conclusion of this verse after the pattern 
of the one which follows, and that St. Matthew has 
preserved the text of Q unaltered. (This may also 
be true of St. Matthew verse 36, which is not printed 
above: kal éyOpol rod avOpdrou [vide avOpwros in 
verse 35] of otkiaxot avrov. St. Luke omitted the 
whole verse because it seemed to him quite super- 
fluous after verse 35.) 

The saying of St. Matthew verse 38, occurs twice 
in both St. Matthew and St. Luke and once in St. 
Mark. ‘The two forms printed above are derived 
from a single source, since they are both negative in 
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form, while the other three begin with ef tis OéXeu. 
Again it is the original form of the negative version 
which occurs in St. Matthew: this evangelist writes 
és, while St. Luke, in better Greek, writes doris, the 
former speaks of “taking” the cross, St. Luke of 
“« bearing” (« taking,” of course, is intended to mean 
“bearing”). St. Matthew writes pleonastically (ac- 
cording to Semitic idiom) dxoXovbeiv dricw, St. Luke 
corrects it into éoyec@a ozicw. On each occasion 
St. Luke writes ov d’vara eval mou ways for ovx 
éxtw jou a&tos. One understands how the former 
phrase could have taken the place of the latter, but 
not how the latter could have replaced the former 
(concerning the avoidance of a£tos, vide supra on St. 
Matt. x. 13). 

The saying of St. Matt. x. 39 is one of the two 
sayings of our Lord which is found in all four gospels 
(twice in St. Matthew and St. Luke). St. Matt. xvi. 
25 and St. Luke ix. 26 are derived from St. Mark viii. 
35; thus St. Matt. x. 39 and St. Luke xvii. 33 come 
from Q (in all the six versions the expression éo\- 
Ave THY VWvyiy is found). 

St. Luke here uses the words mepitoiabar (vide 
Acts xx. 28; 1 Tim. iii. 13) and Cworyoverv (vide Acts 
vii. 19; 1 Tim. vi. 18), which are wanting elsewhere 
in the gospels—they are doubtless secondary ; in sense 
they are identical with owCev—that is, with the Aramaic 
“ahi” (vide Wellhausen). Moreover, the Cntijon of 
St. Luke is very suspicious; for in St. Matt. vii. 13 
(St. Luke xiii} 24) this evangelist has again inter- 
polated Cy7ijrovow. St. Luke evidently regarded the 
expression tiv Wuxi evpeiy as not clear enough; St. 
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John also has replaced it by pitely Thy wv. Only 
we are surprised to find that in this verse St. Matthew 
has the participle and St. Luke the finite verb (with 
ds eav); elsewhere almost always the reverse is the 
case. St. Luke was probably influenced by his ver- 
sion of St. Mark which he had given previously in 
ix. 24. “Kvexey éuod is interpolated by St. Matthew 
(from St. Mark). 

St. Matt. x. 40: The second half of this saying is 
the other of the two utterances of our Lord which are 
found in all four gospels. In St. Mark ix. 37 we find 
the saying concerning the reception of the little child 
(in whom Jesus Himself is received), which concludes : 
kat Os dy éue déxntat, ovk éue déxerar GAAa Tov 
amooteiAavra we. Upon this passage are dependent 
St. Matt. xviii. 5 (but without the second half) and 
St. Luke ix. 48: kai Oo dy éue défyra, déxerat Tov 
amooteiAavta we. In the three other passages (the 
two printed above and St. John xiii. 20: 6 AauBavwv 
av twa Téuryw éeue apPaver, 6 de eue apBavor 
AapBaver tov wéurxvavra pé) the reference is to the 
reception of those who preach the gospel. The 
agreement of St. Matthew and St. John in this 
saying (St. Matthew déyec@a and arooreiha, St. 
John AawBavew and réuyat — genuine translation- 
variants) suggests the conclusion that St. Luke has 
here arbitrarily altered and amplified. ‘The motive 
is clear from the slight alteration made by St. John. 
In St. Matthew (Q) the saying applies to the reception 
of the direct apostles of our Lord. This application 
no longer suited the circumstances of a later time, 
and more particularly of the Diaspora, Therefore 
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we read in St. John 6 AauBavov av Twa mréunyw, and 
St. Luke changes « reception” into « hearing ” (in the 
sense of “obeying”), with its contrast “setting at 
nought.” For aOereiy in St. Luke, vide 1 Thess. iv. 
8: 0 aberav ovK avOpwrov abere? GAG Tov Ody (and 
St. Luke vii. 30: rv BovAty Tod Ocoo 70érycav); for 
the thought in St. Luke, vide Acts ix. 4: Daova, rl 
pe dudes. It is thus proved that in the two last 
verses of this section the Lukan text is again secondary, 
although, owing to the marked difference between 
St. Matt. x. 40 and St. Luke x. 16, it must remain 
doubtful whether this very widely circulated saying 
occurred in Q. 


St. Matt. xi. 2: ‘O 8 St. Luke vii. 18, 19: 
"Iwavyns axovcas év TO Kal arnyyerav “Iwdvve of 
der mwrnpio TA épya Tot uaOyrat avroo Tept TAaVT@Y 
X pico, wéurvas dia TtovTwr. Kal TpogKkaXera- 
TOV paOnTav adTod evos dvo TWas TOV ma- 
elev aro: Onte@v avTod 6 "Twavyns 

ereurpey 7 pos TOV 
KUpLov Néeyor" 

St. Luke has already told us (iii. 20) that St. John 
the Baptist had been imprisoned, it was not therefore 
necessary to mention this again ; but something of the 
sort must have been mentioned in Q; hence the éy TO 
decnwrnpio of St. Matthew is original. «To hear 
the works” is an awkward expression—on the other 
hand, the corresponding passag of St. Luke is of the 
conventional type; likewise, méurau dia gives an im- 
pression of greater originality than the Tpookane- 
camevos (éreurbev) of the formal gospel style. Lastly, 


INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXT 91 


the interpolation of tives and 6 xuptos is Lukan, and 
the repetition of the name John shows that the version 
_in verse 18 is not original. St. Matthew has thus 


preserved the text of Q. 


St. Matt. xvii. 20°: 
? ‘ 4 , e 
Eav éxynte misty ws 
7 ’ A 
KOKKOV TLVATEWS, EpEiTE 
mn vy , , 
T® Oper ToVTW* peTaBa 
x ie See \ , 
évOev éxel kal weraByoera: 


St. Luke xvii. 6: e@ 
éxeTe Tio TLy WS KOKKOY 
TLYAT EWS, édXéyere dv Ty 
ouKapivy (ravry) ° exput- 
wOnTe Kat purines ¢ év TH 
Oardoon Kal UmijKOUcEV 
av viv. 


St. Luke, as is often the case, has written e for 


a7 
E€Qay. 


The commentators recognise that St. Luke has 


replaced “the mountain” by “the fig tree”—a re- 
miniscence of the “ Cursing of the fig tree,” which he 


omitted. 


St. Matt. xviii. 12: ri 
vuiv doKel; éav yévntat 
Tivt avOpomrm éxaTor 
mpoPBara kat wAavnOy év 
é& avToay, ovxt adijoet 

<TR oe ere 
Ta EVEVHKOVTG EVVEG Em 
Ta on kal mopevOels 
Cire To mravepevov ; (13) 
Kat éay evant at evpely 
avr9, ay heya v vmly, OTL 
Xaipet én auto MadXoy 
9 emt Tots éverijKovTa evvea 
Tois uy TeTAAYN[LEVOLS. 


St. Luke xv. 4: Tis 
av Opwmos e& vuov exw 
éxatov mpdBata kat 
) cA eee ’ 

amroNéoas €& avToy Ev ov 
KaTaAdelrel Ta everr- 

’ , ’ aay 

KOvTGa évvéa ev TH EPHUM 
> & ‘\ 

Kat TopeveTat émi TO 
° \ 4 o M) , 
amrowAos ews ep avTo; 
(5) kat evpay emerlOnow 


éml Tors apous avuTou 
Xaipoy, (6) cat eAOwv els 
TOV olKOV ouvahet Tovs 


pirous Kat Tous yelTovas, 
Aéyov avTois: cuvxapnté 
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oe lol » ‘4 

MOL, OTL EVPOV TO 7™poBa- 
TOV [Lov TO aTrOAwAdS. (7) 
Aéryw Uuiv OTL obTwS Xapa 
éorat év TO ovpave ézi et 
ApLapTore MeTavoouvTe 9 
él everjxovta évvéa Sical- 
ous, olrives ov Xpelav eX ou- 
ow MeTavolas, 


St. Matthew has the principal interrogative clause 
in the apodosis; St. Luke by using the participial 
construction (as so often) makes the whole into one 
interrogative sentence. The former is original, like- 
wise the awkward yiverOa (St. Luke exe). The 
e€ uuey of St. Luke is out of good connection. St. 
Luke writes arodécas for +AavyOy, because with his 
construction he was compelled to avoid the change 
of subject. KataXefre is an evident correction for 
the clumsy adijoa, ’Ext ra 6py and év ty epijuw 
might be regarded as translation-variants, if it were 
probable from other passages that St. Luke had 
knowledge of the Aramaic original of Q; St. Luke 
has here replaced the special by the more general 
term. Again, he writes 76 amoAwA0s, because he 
had already written dzodécas, St. Matthew gives 76 
mAaveémevoy (in accordance with the tAamOy of his 
text). Llopevera: ért rd is good Greek for mropevbels 
Gyre. The un-Hellenic phrase éay yévyrac evpeiy is 
replaced by the correct evpév. Here, therefore, the 
text of St. Luke is shown to be everywhere secondary. 

St. Luke verse 6, and indeed the principal part 
of verse 5, have no parallel in St. Matthew. They 
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may have stood in Q, and St. Matthew may have 
omitted them because they only give colour and finish 
to the parable; however, nothing certain can be said 
upon the point. Zuvcadeiy is found eight times in 
the New Testament, including seven times in St. 
Luke; also “neighbours” (St. Luke xiv. 12, xv. 9) 
and “friends” have a Lukan flavour; cuvyaipe is 
in the gospels exclusively Lukan (i. 58, xv. 9); and 
TO atroAwAds cannot have stood in Q, seeing that in 
a preceding verse it has been traced to St. Luke’s 
correcting hand. 

St. Matthew verse 13: Here the Aéyw vuiv, which 
also stands in St. Luke verse 7, is important, because 
it shows that this asseveration also occurred in Q; it 
does not, however, follow from this that it is always 
original when it is given by St. Matthew or St. Luke. 
St. Matthew asserts that the owner rejoices more 
over the one sheep than over the ninety-nine that 
had not wandered; St. Luke gives the spiritual 
application and interpolates the idea of repentance 
(vide mfra St. Luke xvii. 3, 4= St. Matt. xviii. 21, 22). 
There is no doubt as to which of these versions is the 
original. ‘Thus here also St. Matthew has the ancient 
text. 


St. Matt. xviii. 15: "Kay 
de amapTyion 0 ader os 
cov, Umaye éXeyEov avTov 
peragu gov Kat avrov 

, ae J , 
povov, €ay cou aKovon, 
éxépdno-as Tov adeAor 
cou. 


St. Luke xvii. 3: éay 
auapTy 0 aded os Ov, 
pean ans 
ETITIUNTOV AUTH, Kal €av 
weravojon, aces 
(4) Kat éay émrakis Tis 
npépas apaptijcy es oe 
kat émrans emortpeby 


par 
QUuTo. 
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A ‘ , A 
mpos ce AEywv* peTavoo, 
athe 
apjces alta, 

A 

(21) Tore rpoceXOwy 6 
rad , 

Ilérpos efrev airor Kupte, 

1! > ! 

TocaKkts amapTiret els Ee 

\ 

0 adeApds Mov Kat adijow 

° ~ 4 e , 7 299 

GUTH; €ws emTaxis; (22) 

Yj RAE. ie A ? 

Aeyee alto o "Incots: ob 
if 

Aéyw cor we émrakis, 
, 

GAa ews éEBdounxovraxis 

eTT A. 


At the first glance the text in St. Luke, because it 
is the shorter, seems to be therefore the more original 
in form; as a matter of fact, it presents to a certain 
extent the longer form, and besides rests upon a confla- 
tion of ideas. It is the longer in that St. Luke alone 
gives rhs yuéoas and speaks of repentance (just as in 
xv. 7), of which nothing is said in St. Matthew verses 
21 f In St. Luke the point upon which emphasis is 
laid is the sinner’s repentance; while St. Matthew 
(z.e. Q) is concerned with the question of uncondi- 
tional forgiveness, not in the case of sins in general 
but in the case of personal in jury. St. Luke confuses 
the two cases. Here, however, St. Matthew too is 
not original, for his version in verse 15 is already 
determined by the subject-matter of the following 
verses (16 and 17). The text must have run: éay 
amaption (auaprn of St. Luke is a grammatical 
improvement) 6 adedpds cov, éreyEov adrov (Saye 
belongs perhaps to the style of St. Matthew; the rare 
éAeyEor is certainly more original than the frequent 
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émttiuynoov). The saying is, however, still imperfect, 
hence we cannot do without the following clause : 
éay cov aKovoy exéponoas TOV adeAoy cou. 

The other saying in St. Matthew verses 21 and 
22 is quite independent of the previous one which 
St. Luke has blended with it. The absolutely 
un-Hellenic construction of its clauses, the equally 
un-Hellenic éws, and the érra (for érraxis) at the 
close, are enough to prove its originality—although 
the introduction of St. Peter may be secondary. 
The é@dopuyxovraxis extra probably seemed to St. Luke 
too paradoxical. 


St. Matt. xix. 28: vueis St. Luke xxii. 28, 30: 
Y aged , , € a pets € 
of akoAovOnoavrés or... vpels 0€ eoTe Of Siapemery- 
KkaQicerOe eri dwdeka KOTES per’ euov ev ToIS 
Opdvovs Kplvovres Tas metpacmois pov... Kal 
OwdeKka pudas TOU "Iopanr. cabijcerOe ert Opdver Kpl- 
vovTes Tas dwdEKa cpuAas 
Lot 4 
TOU Icpapr. 


It is obvious that the introduction in St. Matthew 
is more original—besides, dsayévery only occurs once 
again in the gospels, and that in St. Luke (i. 22); 
and the plural ze:pacuoi is not found anywhere else 
in the gospels, though it occurs in Acts xx. 19. The 
rest is identical in the two versions; the number 
«twelve,” twice repeated, must be regarded as 


original. 
St. Matt. xxiii. 4: St. Luke xi. 46: kat 


\ , en: tal ° bd obs 

Acopevovow O€ goptia viv Tots vopikots ovat’ 
, a9 , 24 1 ae , 

Bapéa cat éxitiBeacw emt goptiCere Tovs avOparrous 
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A Ya a ° , 
Tous whLous TOV avOpaTrwy, 
] ‘ \ rid Us Ie 
adrot dé TH daxTUAw avTaeY 

A > , 
ov OeXovow Kivioa abra, 


(13) ovat dé tuiv, ypau- 
pares cat Dapicaior vro- 
kpitai, Ste KAelere Thy 
Baowrelav ovpavay 
eum poo bev TOV avOparwy: 
Umels yap ouK etaépxer Oe 
ovde Tous eirepxouevous 
adpiere elaed Oety, 

(23) ovat viv, Yypau- 
mareis Kat Dapicaion UTro- 
KptTal, Ott drodexaTovrTe 
TO y0voTmoy Kal TO avyOov 
Kal TO KUMUOY, Kal adixate 
Ta Bapvtepa TOU vosou, 
Thy Koplow Kat TO &Xeos 
Kat Thy wictTw, Tadta ds 
Get Troijoa Kaxelva uy 
aetvat, 

(25) ovat viv, Y Pau- 
Marels Kat Papicaios UTro- 
KpiTal, OTL kaBapiCere TO 
eEwOev rot ToTnplov Kat 
THs Taporlidos, &rwber Sé 
ryémoucw e& aoTayhs Kat 
akpacias,? 


TOV 


, Ul ! 
poptia dvaBacrakra, Kal 
auTot évt Toev daxtiAwy 
UUL@V Ov mpooryavete Tois 

, 

Popriors. 
be | i A e 
x1. 52: oval vuiv Tots 

a 4 cA 4 
vomiKois, OTL HpaTe [éxeTE] 
THY KAEida THs yrvacews* 

> A , . r 4 

avTot ovk eion\Oare Kal 

, , 

Tous eirepxomevous exwAU- 
care. 


xl. 42: oval vuiv rots 
Papicaiow, Sti arodexa- 
TOUTE TO HOvOTMOY Kal TO 
myavoy Kal Tay Aaxavoy, 
Kat mapépxerOe Thy Kpiow 
Kal THY ayarnv TOD Oeod. 
[Tatra de roijoa Kaxeiva 
wn Tapetvat. | 


xi. 389: viv vues of 
PDapicaior TO eEwOev TOU 
, A n~ ’ 
TOTHPLOU Kal TOU TivaKos 
kabapiere, TO O€ érwev 
A , © a \ 
UUOY Yyeuer apTayys Kat 

, 
Tovnpias. 


St. Matthew verse 26 and St. Luke verse 4] are not without 
connection, yet do not lend themselves easily to comparison. In 
the first place, St. Luke 41a (obx  motjoas Td e€wOev Kad 7d erwep 
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[(27) ovat vpiv, Y pape- 
pert Kat Papicaior UTro- 
Kpiral, OTL Tapopowatere 
Tapots Kexoviapevors, olTwes 
eEwev — rev 
e a 4 \ , 
wpatot, érw0ev dé yeuovow 
OoTéewy vex p@v Kal mraons 


patvovrat 


axabapcias.] 

(29) ovat viv, ypau- 
pares Kat Papicaior v7r0- 
Kperal, OTL olkodopetre 
Tous Tacous TOV mpoparev 
KOOMEITE TA py neta 


Tov dualwy, (30) Kai re- 


A 
Kal 
E >. » ? a 
vere’ el ucla ev Tails 
/ on , lol 
MEDALS TOV TATEPWY NULOV, 
oux dv #ucOa avtay Koww- 
A ’ ~ ed ~ 
vol €V TH AiuaTL THY TPO- 
A F o 
grtov, (31) acre paptu- 
a e ~ ih oO: 
péeire eavTois OTt viol eore 
~ , ‘ 
TOV ovevcayTwy Tous 
pS a a 
mpopytas. (32) Kat umets 
vA x rd ~ 
TANPWTATE TO METPOV TOV 
, e A 
TATEPWOV ULOV. 


OF “THE TEXT 
[xi. 44: 


> \ ¢ \ a ‘ 
EOTE WS TA MVYHMELA Ta 
in) r \ es” 6 € 
GQONAA, Kal Ol AV peo Ol 


o% 


DEN te” ara o 
oval UKLY, OTL 


~ ’ , 
TEPLTATOUVTES ETAVW OUK 
+ 
ovdacw.] 


. LAY | rN 4 

xl. 47: ovat vuiv, dre 
3 a ‘ a 
OikoOomerTe TA pVnMEla 
a A \ 
TOV TpopyTav, ot o€ 


f. e ~ s , 
TATEPES UL@Y GTEKTELVAY 
J , + , 
autous. (48) apa pap- 
, ’ 4 an 
TUES ETTE Kal TUVEVOOKELTE 
A yf ~ wi: 
Tol Epryous TOY TATEpwr 
e ~ iv ’ A 4 J 7, 
UM@V, OTL AVTOL MeV ATrEK- 
€ an A 
Upels O€ 


x , 
TEWAaY avTOUS, 


° A 
olkodoperre, 


érolnoev;) has not any parallel in St. Matt, 26; the same is the case 


with the vocative, Papicate rupdé, of St. Matt. 26. 


Whether the 


words kabdpicov mpSrov 7d évtds ToO mornplov and mAyv Ta evdvra débrE 
érenuootvnvy go back to one Aramaic source (wherein ‘‘ dakki” was 


confounded with ‘“zakki’’) is doubtful. 


The latter halves of the 


verses, Wva yévntat Kal rd €xrds atrod Kabapdv and kat ldo) wavra Kabapa 


tulv éorw, are alone really related to one another. 


If, however, a 


single source was here really used, then St. Matthew has the more 


original text. 


G 


98 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


(34) dia TovTo tov ery 
aTooTeAkw Tpos vmas 
, is 4 A 
mpopiras Kat gopous Kat 
ypampareis: €& 
GTOKTEVELTE Kal 


avTo@v 
oTaupw- 
cere Kal €& AUTOV parTLy- 
wareTe €v Tails TUVAywyais 
e “A ,’ A 
UMOV amo 
(35) 
orws On ep’ vas may 
aiua dikatov éxxuvvdmevov 


Kat dubEere 


, 
moAews els moAww’ 


el Tis ys amT0 Tov aiua- 
tos "“ABeX Tot dixatov ews 
aiuatos Zayxaptov 
viod Bapayiov, dv épovev- 
care meT ako TOU vaov Kat 
TOU Bvovacrpion. (36) 
ayy Neyo v uy, get TavTa 
mavTa éml Thy yeveay 


TOU 


TAUTHY, 


49: dia TovTo Kat 
q Zopia tov Qcot etrrev: 
aTOTTEAG els avTOUS TpO- 
giras kat arogToXous, Kal 
€& avTov GQToKTEVvoUTWY Kal 
exdidEourwy, (50) % wa ex Cr 
7nOn TO aiua TAaVT@OY TOV 
TpopyTov TO eKXUYVOMEVOY 
aro cat aBoAjs Koomou 
aro Tis yeveas TavTns, 
(51) aro aiuaros “ABeX 
éws aiuatos Zaxapiou TOU 
a7roNomevou meTagy TOU 
Ouovaarnpiov Kal Tov ol- 
Kou‘ vai, Neyo v vty, ex Cnr 
Orirera aro THs ryeveas 
TavTNS. 


St. Matt. xxiii. 4: For dSecueverw optia, which 


is scarcely intelligible Greek, St. Luke has written 
popritey popria (f, in this evangelist, xvii. 24: 
dor pam dor parTouca, Acts xxviii. 10: imate 
eriunoav, Acts iv. 17: amen areAncducba, Acts 

28: rapayyeNla TapnyyetAauer, St. Luke xxii. 
15: émiOuuia éreBiunoa, er 46 : ponicas povy 
[likewise Acts xvi. 28], vi. 8: avacras érry, Acts 
v. 4: jévoy Euevev, St. Luke ii. 8: puraccovtes 
gvAaxas). The construction of popriten with a 
double accusative filled the place of émiriOcarw.— 


——— —— a 


INVESTIGATION OF THE TEXT 99 


ducBarraxros is literary Greek and Lukan, vide 
supra the remarks on St. Matt. vi. 20=St. Luke 
xii. 33.—évi 7. daxr. is a stylistic correction of, and 
lends emphasis to, tT» daxTvAw.—pooavew (for 
cwetv), because it is a compound, is shown to be a 
correction.—In St. Luke this verse stands among 
the Woes against the scribes; this may be correct. 
St. Matthew introduced the verse into a description 
of the Pharisees which he had taken from a separate 
source, and so was able to arrange a list of seven 
Woes. And yet it may well have been otherwise 
(vide infra on verse 25); it is evident that in Q 
part of the subject-matter occurred in a description 
of the Pharisees, part in the form of Woes.—Nopuxos 
is found six times in St. Luke, never in St. Mark, 
St. John, and St. Paul, once in St. Matthew (xxii. 35), 
but the latter occurrence is doubtful. ‘The word, there- 
fore, certainly did not stand in the source; St. Luke 
has substituted it for « Pharisees,” or has combined 
it or used it alternately with the latter word (vide xi. 
39, 42, 43), perhaps in order to remind his un- 
instructed readers who the Pharisees were (cf Acts 
xxiii. 8 f.). The «cai of St. Luke, verse 46, is 
probably to be counted original. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 18: The combination of scribes 
and Pharisees is also found four times in St. Luke 
(v. 30, vi. 7, xi. 53, xv. 2). If he had found it here 
he would certainly have given it in his text. Since, 
however, he writes vouicol, we must suppose that 
only « Pharisees” stood in Q (vide supra on verse 4).— 
vaoxpirat is much more frequent in St. Matthew 
than in St. Luke; and in St. Matt. xxiv. 51, St. 
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Luke has replaced it by @aiarot. Whether it stood 
in Q in the passages we are now considering cannot 
be certainly determined; probably Q ran: oval duty 
tois Papicaioi.—It is obvious that «to hold the key 
of knowledge” is the correction, and «to close the 
kingdom of Heaven” is the original; moreover, the 
verb eicépxer Oat does not suit well with yveot, which 
word occurs only once again in the gospels, and that 
also in St. Luke (i. 77, yvdcrs awrnpias).—St. Luke 
puts avroi in the place of duets, for he does not 
like the personal pronominal subject expressed with 
the verb.—St. Luke gives the aorist efo7/\Oare instead 
of the present because, as a matter of fact, the 
“lawyers” did not possess the yvéous.—St. Luke 
omits yap because its connection with the context 
is not clear, and he simply writes ékwAvcare instead 
of the circumstantial ovk adlere eicedOeiv, just as 
in the case of St. Matt. v. 40 he replaces ages ato 
by uy Kwdvones (kwAvew once in St. Matthew, 6+6 
times in the Lukan writings). 

St. Matthew xxiii. 23: Concerning the intro- 
duction, compare what has been said above on 
verse 13.—« Anise and cummin” (St. Matthew), 
«Rue and every herb” (St. Luke); the former is 
original (Nestle, « Expos. Times,” xv. 528; « Ztschr. 
f. Neutestamentl,” Wissensch. 1906, s. 10, believes 
that cummin and rue correspond to NNAw and 
N1w).—ra Bapvrepa Tod véuov is difficult of inter- 
pretation and seems to conflict with verse 4, ac- 
cording to which the very charge brought against 
the Pharisees is that they impose the heavy burden ; 
the words are therefore omitted by St. Luke— 
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mapépxerOe is a more elegant word than adyjcate.— 
It follows from @¢Acos—the middle of the three 
words in St. Matthew—that here conduct towards 
the neighbour is spoken of (Wellhausen); St. Luke, 
however, alters this and reads, «Ye pass by the 


judgment and the love of God.” The conclusion of 


the verse found in many manuscripts of St. Luke is 
an interpolation from St. Matthew. It can scarcely 
have stood in Q, for it is in accordance with the 
tendency of St. Matthew. Moreover, the preceding 
words kai Tyv wiotw are very doubtful. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 25: Here, in contrast to St. 
Matthew verse 4, St. Matthew has the woe and 
St. Luke the simple description (vide supra); the 
vv, which is found only here, seems to be original ; 
St. Luke has substituted the more general word 
mivaé (cf. St. Mark vi. 25) for wapobis. He has also 
correctly interpreted the somewhat dubious écwGev by 
To €cwOev vuay, and has replaced axpacia, which seemed 
too special a word here, by the more general Tovnpia. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 27: Wellhausen thinks that the 
text of St. Matthew is here more diffuse and _ less 
original than that of St. Luke. But the sayings 
are absolutely different: in St. Matthew the Phari- 
sees are compared to whitewashed  sepulchres 
(whitened, in order that they might be seen of 
men); in St. Luke, on the other hand, they are 
compared to just the opposite, to sepulchres which 
cannot be seen. ‘The latter simile is only intelli- 
gible from Num. xix. 16: those who walked over 
the sepulchre were rendered unclean. The Jewish 
ordinance which lies at the background of the 
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version in St. Luke vouches for the originality 
of this text. And yet the text of St. Matthew 
can scarcely be due to intentional alteration. If, 
however, we are not allowed to assume that both 
verses belonged to Q, then St. Luke must have 
the preference, seeing that St. Matthew verse 27 
does not carry us much farther than verse 25. Only, 
the more elegant and appropriate pyyueioy (for 
tapos) is due to the correcting hand of St. Luke 
(tapos is not found anywhere in St. Mark and 
St. Luke)—see also the remarks on St. Matthew 
verse 29. 

St. Matt. xxiii. 29-32 = St. Luke xi. 47, 48. Does 
St. Luke here give an extract or the original? We 
may confidently affirm the former alternative, because 
of the cold, matter-of-fact tone of St. Luke’s version. 
Moreover, its secondary character is also shown by 
amokxreivey for povevery and by ouvevdoxety, which is 
peculiar to St. Luke and St. Paul (vede Acts vili. 1, 
xxii. 20; Rom. i. 82; 1 Cor. vii. 12, 13), as well as 
by maptus, which occurs thirteen times in the Acts 
(uaptupety is found in St. Matthew only in this 
passage). St. Luke also avoids ore in the sense of 
staque. However, the scribes and Pharisees are inter- 
polated here by St. Matthew (vide Wellhausen on 
this passage) as well as the words xa! Kooueire Ta 
Mynusia Tov dicaiwy. St. Matthew often concerns 
himself with «the righteous” (side by side with 
prophets and such like people). We, moreover, 
note that the prophets alone are mentioned after- 
wards. Again, verse 32 is perhaps original—cf. the 
clumsy phrase TAypovY TO péTPOY TeV Tarépwy (on 
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the other hand, verse 33 is an appendix which has 
been fashioned after the pattern of iii. 7). 

St. Matt. xxiii. 34-36. We discover from St. 
Luke alone that our Lord here quotes an authority 
which He regards as inspired. The fact that we 
do not know what this authority was, is no reason 
for asserting that the passage in question is not a 
quotation, especially seeing that we read elev (not 
the present), and that our Lord could not possibly 
have said, «I send prophets, wise men and scribes.” 
We can easily understand that the dislike to represent 
our Lord as quoting from an apocryphal book, or 
some other motive, led St. Matthew to erase the 
quotation formula (his (dou is, as it were, a substitute 
for what has been omitted, and dia Tovro has good 
sense only in St. Luke). That St. Luke has inter- 
polated here is inconceivable. St. Luke has made 
drastic corrections in detail. As usual, he has 
omitted éyé before the verb; he has transformed 
the wise men and scribes! into apostles! (just as 
in 1 Clem. 42, Deacons are interpolated); he has 
changed arocréAAw into amooreA@ (because of the 
conclusion of the discourse); he has inserted kai 
before é€ avréy (pr.); he has replaced disx«ew by 
éxdoxewv, 6nd the uncouth (Semitic) phrase ¢\Oy éq’ 
uuas may aina by ex CT Oy TO aia mavtwy (the 
passive is enough to betray his style, also éx@yrety 
occurs in St. Luke alone among the gospels), also 
Saws, as in several other passages, by ta. For émi 


1 This word is certainly original, seeing that in the context of 
St. Matthew the ypaumarets are denounced, so that the evangelist 
himself could not have inserted them here. 
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Ths ys, which seemed superfluous, he has substituted 
amo KatraBoAns Koouov, words which seemed much 
less superfluous, and he has introduced yeved airy 
from verse 51 in order to lend greater precision to 
the solemn asseveration of the close of that verse. 
As in St. Matt. xxiii. 31, he avoids ovevew, replacing 
ov edovevcate by the participle rod daoAouévov. 
Concerning the variants efg avrovs and zpds iuas I 
have nothing to say, the two prepositions occur in 
parallel passages of the two evangelists without any 
recognisable reason for their variation. In o¢rav- 
porere Kal e& QuTaV MarTiywr ere €v Tais cuvaywyais 
vuav we probably have an addition by St. Matthew— 
cf. St. Matt. xx. 19, Mactiyacat Kal oT avpacat—also 
amo édews els éXw is probably interpolated in 
accordance with St. Matt. x. 23, likewise the two 
occurrences of «“ dieaov”. (vide supra on xxiii. 29) ; 
St. Luke reads, but scarcely correctly, ravtwy trav 
mpopytav. Concerning viot Bapaylov, I would point 
out (1) that it is not quite certain that these words 
are original in St. Matthew; (2) that as St. Luke 
does not read them, and as the gospel of the Hebrews 
according to St. Jerome’s testimony read « filium 
Joiade” [so also (in accordance with 2 Chron. 
xxiv. 20) a Greek scholion to St. Matthew], it is 
therefore very improbable that the words stood in 
Q. What reason could St. Luke have had for 
omitting them? Their historical control was not 
within his reach. We therefore here refrain from 
discussing what Zacharias is meant by St. Matthew or 
his interpolator. There is no reason for suspecting an 
historical hysteron-proteron. In place of the « Temple 
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and the Altar,” St. Luke writes with greater precision, 
“the Altar and the House (of the Temple).” Lastly, 
the vai of St. Luke shows that duyy stood in Q; 
ex Cyt nOijcerat ard is substituted for #£e éxi in 
order to take up the &(yry0y of the previous 
verse; this led to the omission of tavra arta, 
which words indeed do not express the sense very 
clearly in the context of St. Matthew (the subject 


to ékCyr. in St. Luke is 76 aiua). 


The absence of 


tov twice before aiwaros in St. Luke is probably 


original. 


St. Matt. xxiv. 26: 
“Al ee oO oy Sine co ‘ 
av ovv elTrwoly vuiv' tdou 
5 Ao yy > , \N 997 
€V TH EPNL@ ETTLY, UN e£én- 
Onze: (dou év Tots Tapetots, 
A / A 
pn Tirtevonte’ (27) domep 
yap r] aorparn eFépxeTat 
aro avaroAGy Kal paiverat 
éwe Outuav, OVTWS ~xTaL n 
Tapouvata Tov vlov TOU 
avOparrou’ (28) drov éay 
TO TWT@pa, exel cuvAXOy- 
TOVTAL OL AETOL. 
xxiv. 87: "Qorep yap 
cane , lal No ee 
ai jpépa ToD Nae, ovrws 
eoTal 7 Tapoucta TOU VLOU 
Tov avOpwrov. (38) os 
9D a , 
yup joav ev Tais 7PLE pais 
r A an 
[éxetvais] Taig mpo Tov 
KaTakhugLou = TPMyovTEs 
Kal ‘ivovTes, ‘yauouvres 


St. Luke xvii. 23: kai 
épovow viv" (dou €Kel, 
=) A a 
iov det py améAOnTe 

A , 7 

poe OusEnre, (24) oomep 
yap 7 dor pamn aor pam 
Toure, €K Tis Umr0 Toy 
ovpavoy ets THY UT’ OUpavoY 
Naurret, oUTWS ~rTal 6 LoS 
tov avOpwrou ev TH Nuépa 
> ~ ev \ 
avrov. (37) diov To 
coma, ekel Kat of aeTol 
émiouvax Onc ovTat. 

(26) kat awe éyévero 
ey Tais jmépats Nae, ov'rws 
grTa Kat év Tals 7méepats 
Tou viod Tov avOparov' 
(27) foOiov, érwov, éya- 

> / + ial 
Mow, &yauiCovTo, axXpt is 
€ , , oA NG ‘s) 
jpepas elonrOev Noe ets 

A ,  & ie 
thy KiBwrov, kat iADev oO 
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’ + ” 
Kat ryamiCovres, axpt is 
He pas etan\Gev Noe eis 
A / A > 
thy KiBarov, (89) kat ov 
+ 4 oS (4) e 
eyvwray ews 7AOev 0 KaTA- 
kAvo fos Kat 7jpev adravras, 
ovTMs éoTal 7 Tapovela 
tov viod Tov avOparov. 
(40) Tore érovra dvo 
2 ats 
ev TH GYPO, els Tapadap- 
Bavera Kat eis adierat. 
(41) dvo adnOovea év re 
, , , 
MAY, Mia TapadauPaverat 
kal mia adierat, 
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4 ip Ma , 
KaTakAvo Los Kal atrwAecev 
f 
TAaVTas. 


C“ , 
(34) Aéyw vuiv, TavTy 
Lal ’ A 
TH vuKTl érovra dvo émt 
Lean ® 
kNimys putas, 6 els Tapa- 
Anupoijcera Kat o repos 
apeOjcera (35) érovra 
, ° , > A A °’ , 
Ovo GAnPovea ert TO avTO, 


pla TrapadnupOycerat, 7 
de érépa apebijrerar. 


Clauses with éay may be presumed to have stood 
in Q; St. Luke often uses such clauses, and, again, he 
often alters them. As for the rest, it is difficult in 
St. Matt. xxiv. 26 to determine whether St. Luke 
has abbreviated or St. Matthew has amplified. The 
former alternative seems to me more probable, 
especially as duéxerv, used in this sense, is a word 
characteristic of St. Luke and St. Paul. In verse 27 
aorpary aerparrovea is Lukan in style (vide note 
on St. Matt. xxiii. 4=St. Luke xi. 46); the rest 
of the clause in St. Matthew is also original (St. 
Luke guards against the idea that lightning only 
passes from east to west; cf a similar Lukan cor- 
rection of St. Matt. viii. 11=St. Luke xiii. 29). 
Also 7 mapovoia must be regarded as the reading 
of Q; it is indeed only found in St. Matthew, but 


— 


£ 
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with the exception of xxiv. 3 (which passage may 
also be derived from Q), only in places dependent 
upon Q (vide xxiv. 37, 39). St. Luke has avoided 
the word, which belonged to the sphere of Jewish 
Messianic dogma and was an unsuitable term for 
that Second Coming in which Christians believed 
and which is here referred to—vide Wellhausen on 
St. Matt. xxiv. 8. St. Luke’s Aaue is a better 
word than paiverat, and is therefore a correction. 
"Ey ty 7uépa adrod does not possess firm textual 
authority, but it is an indispensable element of 
St. Luke’s vocabulary—For the disagreeable word 
aToua St. Luke has substituted the more elegant 
gama, he has deleted éav #, has given smoothness 
to the clause by the addition of cai, and has replaced 
auvax@. by the double compound émicvvay8. 

St. Matt. xxiv. 87: On logical grounds St. Luke 
could not allow damep ai jyépa . . . oltws era 
4 mapovoia to remain unchanged (besides this he 
is not fond of éacmep—on the other hand, he uses 
xkabes 16412 times, while in St. Matthew it 
occurs only three times). In regard to 4 rapovoia 
St. Matthew is again in the right (vide supra on 
St. Matt. xxiv. 27). In place of the double com- 
parison (St. Matt. xxiv. 37 ff.)—one element stating 
the theme which the other develops—St. Luke only 
gives a simple comparison. The latter can scarcely 
be original; but St. Luke’s unoriginality is also 
shown by the imperfects. The use of the imperfect 
is a speciality of St. Luke, and shows his better 
feeling for the niceties of the Greek language. 
Moreover, éyapiCovTo is an improvement upon 
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yauiCovres (vide Wellhausen), and is thus a cor- 
rection. Here again, as before in other pages, we 
find that the shorter text of St. Luke is not original 
but a revision. It almost necessarily followed that 
St. Matthew verse 39* should fall a victim to the 
reviser’s pruning-knife, nor indeed do we lose much 
thereby. 

Wellhausen calls St. Matthew verse 40 a poor 
variant of St. Luke verse 34: but in comparing 
St. Matthew and St. Luke it often happens that the 
poorer version—i.e, the version which is less good 
in logic and sense—is the original. Here, moreover, 
the motive which led to St. Luke’s alteration is 
quite clear. He wished by means of the examples 
given to express something which was not distinctly 
expressed in the original text—namely, that the 
Son of Man might come by night just as well as 
by day. Accordingly he changed rtére into TAUTY 
Ty vukTi and replaced éy Te dypo by éxt KArdys 
as, again, he substituted for ef . . . ef the 
better Greek 6 ey . 2.6 Erepos (likewise for pla 

- . wa the better Greek iP Mia en eTépa) ; 
lastly, he changed the present into the more correct 
future (so also in the following verse) and repeated 
the écovra: (in verse 85) which could not be dis- 
pensed with in correct composition. That the 
women grind “at the mill” (St. Matthew) was 
self-evident; it was not superfluous to mention 
that they grind éx! 7d a’té. Hence St. Luke 
substitutes the latter phrase for the former. 


There are thus about fifty variants in the case 
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of which we have found reason to question the 
originality of the text of St. Matthew; of these 
one-half coincide with the variants which we have 
characterised above (pp. 34 ff). The dun réyo 
vuiv in y. 18 may be original, likewise the dry in 
v. 26, the éyw Aéyw vuiv in v. 32, and the dujy in 
viii. 10 (vide supra). On the other hand, rod év 
ovpavois with marpds (v. 45), ovpav@ in place of 
ovpavois (vi. 20), and 6 ratnp vudy for 6 Beds (x. 29), 
are not original. We find circumstantial phrases, 
like those we have noticed above, in spooedOdv 
(iv. 3), 6 de aroxptOeis etrev for amexpiOy (iv. 4), 
and Tore mpooed Oy 0 Ilérpos eimev wWT@ (xviii. 
21); we find interpolations in the «“ Pharisees and 
Sadducees” of chap. iii. 7% in the “scribes” in 
addition to the “Pharisees” of chap. xxiii. 23 
(together with the “hypocrites”), and the «scribes 
and Pharisees” of chap. xxiii. 29. «The righteous ” 
and “righteousness” also appear in these sections, 
vide vy. 6 (“to hunger and thirst after righteous- 
ness”), xxiii. 29, 85 (0ts), and probably also 
v. 45 (yet here “the righteous” may perhaps be 
original because of the parallelism). The draye 
in all three cases of its occurrence (iv. 10, viii. 13, 
xviii. 15) is probably inserted by St. Matthew—-on 
the other hand, one cannot be quite certain whether 
the vrodeiEw of St. Luke, which does not appear 
in St. Matt. vii. 24 and x. 28, is original or not; 
it seems to me more probable that St. Matthew is 
in the right. No importance is to be attached to 
the slight stylistic variants in chap. iv. 9 (aeody add.), 
viii. 5 (gen. abs. for finite verb), viii. 11 (aroAXo/ add.), 
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x. 31 (ody add.), xxiii. 4 (dé for cal), xxiii. 25 (vov 
om.), xxill. 385 (rév add. 62s). In these cases it is 
naturally impossible to give a definite verdict. It 
is probable that uy vouicyre (x. 34), in place of the 
interrogative Jdoxeire, is secondary (vide supra on 
doxeiy, St. Matt. iii. 9). Also the words Hwpos and 
Ppdrinos, which expressly characterise the two builders 
of houses in chap. vii. 24, 26, are probably added 
by St. Matthew. 3 

Besides these instances there are, however, several 
others in which the modification of the text is of 
noteworthy, and at times of considerable, importance. 
In chap. iv. 11, at the conclusion of the story of the 
Temptation, the words “kat idod ayyedor 7 poonrOov 
kat Siyxdvovy adt@” are inserted. Before this we find 
that the quotation, «Man doth not live by bread 
alone,” is continued (« but by every word, &c.,” iv. 4). 
In chap. viii. 12, “eis 7d oxdtos TO e&wTEpov 35m 
formula current with St. Matthew (for the simple 
é&w). But of considerably greater importance are 
the following instances, wherein we trace distinct bias 
of various kinds :-— 

1. Jerusalem is introduced as the “holy city” 
(iv. 5); here we recognise the bias of a Christian 
of Jerusalem (note, however, that the term does 
not occur in the reproduction of a discourse of our 
Lord). 

2. The addition in chap. xxiii. 23 (raira we 
ToMNoa KaKelva My mapeivat) displays a Jewish Chris- 
tian reverence for ceremonial precepts. 


1 The whole verse, xxiii. 27, is possibly an interpolation; one 
cannot come to a clear decision on this point. 
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3. The conception of rédeos is introduced into 
chap. v. 48 (cf the conception dikaios); a distinct 
ethical tendency is hereby indicated. 

4, In chap. v. 32, in reference to the question of 
divorce, an important limitation is given in the inter- 
polated phrase zapexros Aoyou Tropvelas. 

5. Another limitation is given in the ro rvevuatt 
(with of rrwxol) of chap. v. 3. 

6. The omission of the enigmatical quotation 
formula (xxiii. 34): Kal 7 Zola rou Qeov eizev, 
seems necessarily to presuppose the dogmatic bias 
of one who refused to recognise an uncanonical 
writing. 

7. The substitution of «Father in heaven” for 
the « Angels of God” (x. 32, 33) is connected with 
the evangelist’s Christological position. 

8. The addition of vexev euot in chap. x. 39 
is likewise due to the influence of Christological 
dogma. 

9. The addition of uerakd cot Kai avtov pdvov to 
érey£ov avrov (xviii. 15) points to the existence of 
a stereotyped gradation of disciplinary rule in the 
Christian community. But it is questionable whether 
this passage in its present form belongs to the original 
text of St. Matthew. 

10. Lastly, in chap. xxiii. 34, St. Matthew has pro- 
bably interpolated the words cai oravpdcete kai é& 
aiTav pastiyoceTe ev Taig cuvaywyais Vuwv, and has 
added azo wdXews eis toAW to diWéerTe. 

Probably these are all variations which St. Matthew 
has allowed himself to make from the transmitted text 
of Q (add also the clause ws dy mavra yévyrau in 
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chap. v. 18).1 Taking into account the considerable 
size of Q, they are few in number and of slight im- 
portance. Yet, on the other hand, they are numerous 
enough to exclude the hypothesis that St. Luke did 
not follow a source common to himself and St. 
Matthew, but used the gospel of St. Matthew itself. 


As for the variants of St. Luke, they are eight to 
ten times as numerous as those of St. Matthew. As 
in the case of the former group (pp. 38 ff), so also 
here it can be clearly shown that these variants are 
almost exclusively of a stylistic character. The twelve 
categories of our former list are now increased by 
several others. ‘The most important are the follow- 
ing :— 

13. He introduces the imperfect, erases the hist. 
present, and makes a correct use of the participle, 
imperfect, and infinitive present and aorist. 

14. He substitutes the infinitive of the verb for a 
prepositional clause. 


1 Concerning viod Bapaxlov (chap. xxiii. 35), see my remarks on the 
passage itself. If the words were added by St. Matthew himself, 
the question arises as to which Zacharias he was thinking of. In 
spite of Wellhausen’s discussion of this question, the last word on 
the subject has not yet been said. The theory that it is the 
Zacharias who was slain in the Temple at Jerusalem in the year 67 
or 68 A.D. is, in my opinion, impossible ; for though St. Matthew 
could well put a detailed prophecy into the mouth of our Lord, yet 
he could not have let him say: dv épovevcare. Since it follows from 
St. Luke that the saying in Q was not introduced as a word of the 
Lord, but as an utterance of the Sophia, this later Zacharias is 
absolutely excluded.—I do not wish here to go further into the 
question of the Lord’s Prayer. The address as it appears in St. 
Matthew suggests that the evangelist himself was the editor; but 
there are other reasons leading to a contrary opinion, 
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15. He introduces the genit. abs. 

16. He amplifies, exaggerates, emphasises, accen- 
tuates. 

17. He writes Aéyev pos, inserts tis, completes 
objects, &c. 

18. In some cases he alters the whole style of the 
narrative, changes the order (vide pp. 38 f. and else- 
where), amplifies, curtails; the stylistic motive is not 
always apparent (other motives also enter into play, 
such as those which led him to the addition of new 
traits which enrich a simple narrative). 

19. He has favourite words and particles which he 
interpolates, while on the contrary he avoids other 
words. 

Alterations in the subject-matter of the source 
showing distinct motive and bias are extremely rare 
when compared with those stylistic changes which 
remind us of the corrections constantly made in our 
hymn-books. In what follows, I propose to deal with 
the most important of these material alterations :— 

In the story of the Temptation (iv. 1-13) it is 
expressly stated that our Lord was in Himself aAnjons 
mvevparos ayiov, and that He was led into the 
wilderness not urd Tov mvevuaros but év mvevmate. 
Also an opportunity is taken to let the devil explain 
that all power over the world had been delivered to 
him, and that he could give it to whomsoever he 
willed The saying concerning divorce is altered: 
it is made clear that the one guilty of adultery is 


1 These variants, or, one may say, arbitrary alterations, range 
between those of the least and the greatest interference with the 
text. He even replaces a mountain by a fig-tree. 

H 
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he who divorces his wife and marries another.—Into 
the beginning of the Lord’s Prayer (xi. 2-4) there 
is inserted a petition for the gift of the Holy Spirit 
(eADéTw TO dytov TVvEUMa TOU ep’ nuas Kal kabapicatw 
nu.a9).—In the parable of the Two Houses (vi. 46—49), 
St. Luke has inserted the new thought that in build- 
ing everything depends upon the careful and laborious 
preparation of a proper foundation.—In chap. ix. 2 
he has set “ healing” side by side with the preaching 
of the approaching kingdom as an equally important 
function of the disciples——In chap. xii. 3 he shows 
a disposition to guard against our Lord being repre- 
sented as an esoteric teacher; in the following verse 
he has introduced “of diAo: mov” as a designation 
which our Lord had applied to His disciples, and in 
the same passage he has omitted the expression “to 
kill the soul,” because it seemed to him—the Hellene 
—to be too paradoxical—In chap. x. 16 he does 
not suffer our Lord to speak of the “reception” of 
the apostles (into the house); for this, at the time 
of the writer, was no longer possible, but of 
“hearing” them.— Into the parable of the Lost 
Sheep (xv. 7), St. Luke has interpolated the trait of 
repentance, of which no mention was made in the 
text of the source (so also in xvii. 3, 4); in chap. 
xi. 52 he has substituted “gnosis” for the «king- 
dom”; in chap. xi. 42, tyv ayamyv tov Ocod for 
éAeos (and wicris); in chap. xi. 49, “apostles” for _ 
“wise men and scribes”; and in chap. vi. 22 he 
has inserted Gvexey Tov viod roo avOparov. 

These, so far as I can see, are all the corrections 
which display a distinct bias in regard to subject- 
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matter. Such bias, therefore, has had no stronger 
influence with St. Luke than with St. Matthew— 
indeed, in the former case, its influence is somewhat 
weaker. In regard to style, however, St. Luke has 
thoroughly revised the text of the source, while 
St. Matthew in this respect has, as it seems, almost 
entirely refrained from correction. Yet although 
the stylistic corrections of St. Luke are so numerous, 
we cannot say that he has completely obliterated the 
characteristics of his exemplar. Indeed, in spite of 
all, we cannot but recognise that his work of revision 
is ever carried out in a conservative spirit, and that 
his readers receive from him a just impression of 
our Lord’s style of discourse. In not a few passages 
we are left in darkness as to the reason why in one 
place he corrects and in another place he allows the 
transmitted text to stand in spite of its harshness ; 
only in some passages can we explain St. Luke’s 
version from his consideration of the parallel sections 
of St. Mark. In a few cases it is possible to doubt 
whether any common source lies at the background 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke (as in St. Luke vi. 
46-49 ; vii. 1-10; xi. 41, 44; xiv. 26); yet there is 
an overbalancing weight of probability in favour of 
this hypothesis. We, however, almost always notice 
that short and pregnant utterances of our Lord, as 
compared with the longer discourses, have suffered 
least correction, and that the revision is most 
stringent in narrative and parable. 

That one and the same Greek translation of an 
Aramaic original lies behind the two gospels is shown 
by the large number of parallel sections which are 
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verbally alike. Yet it is impossible to say anything 
at all definite concerning the homogeneity and extent 
of this source. The exemplar used by St. Matthew 
may have differed in this or that detail from the 
exemplar which lay before St. Luke— jit is even 
probable from the nature of such texts that this was 
so—but we have found no sure criteria by which we 
can clearly distinguish the separate exemplars so that 
we can with any propriety speak of Q* and Q% Even 
the translation-variants, to which Wellhausen, Nestle, 
and others have drawn attention, are not so certain 
as they appear at first sight; always, or almost 
always, they admit of other explanations. Never- 
theless, I would not deny the possibility, and here 
and there even the probability, of such variants. 
That in many sentences the Aramaic original is dis- 
cernible under the veil of the Greek text, is a fact 
which does not require to be specially pointed out.? 

1 Yet we may here remark that there is no basis for the 
hypothesis that the parts of the Sermon on the Mount, which are 
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke, are not dependent upon a 
common written source, but are derived from oral tradition. The 
situation here is not dissimilar to that of many other passages — 
ze. it is beyond measure probable that St. Luke had before him 
a written text (the same which St. Matthew has used) which he 
has edited in accordance with his own stylistic principles. 

* The result to which our investigation has brought us agrees 
in all important points with the results obtained by Wernle. This 
scholar, while rejecting the hypothesis that St. Luke was dis- 
tinctly biassed in his reproduction of his sources, writes as follows 
(‘‘Synopt. Frage,” s. 88):—‘*St. Luke had before him the dis- 
courses of the Logia-source in the primary form, not ina secondary 
edition. He himself, in spite of bis conservative attitude, submitted 
this source to a threefold redaction: (1) he corrected it in accord- 


ance with his own Greek style ; (2) he arranged and furbished up 
the discourses so as to give them definite positions in the course 
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On the basis of the preceding investigations, I open 
the second chapter with a reconstruction of the text 
of Q. In not a few passages I am quite conscious 
of the hypothetical character of the text as it is 
printed. But without boldness it is impossible to 
make any advance in the solution of a problem such 
as this, and one must reckon with probabilities. 
However, I may claim no slight probability for 
the text I offer. But before we pass to the next 
chapter, I would add an appendix which is intended 
to justify my neglect of the sections, St. Matt. xxi. 32 
(St. Luke vii. 29, 30), St. Matt. xxii. 2-11 (St. Luke 
xiv. 16-23), and St. Matt. xxv. 14-30 (St. Luke 
xix. 12-27), in my attempt to ascertain the contents 


- and the text of Q. 


of the narrative [this does not come out so clearly in the course 
of our investigations, because St. Luke’s introductions to the 
discourses have from the first been excluded from consideration] ; 
(3) he has edited them in accordance with the requirements of the 
times.” Wernle is also correct in his further remark (s. 185): 
‘* Almost everywhere St. Matthew has preserved a better text than 
St. Luke ;” yet he ought to have added that in St. Matthew there 
are to be found many alterations of the text of a very drastic 
nature—far more drastic than any St. Luke has allowed himself 
to make. 
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St. Matt. xxi. 32: 7Adev 
yap “Iwdvins mpds tyas év 
060 Sixaror vs, kal ovdK éric- 
tevoate [scil. of dpyuepets Kal 
ot ee aitw’ ot 6é 
TeA@vat Kal at mopva érica- 
Tevoav avTip* tyeis 5 iSdvres 
ovde peteweAnOnte torepov 


ae § 
St. Luke vii. 29, 30: kal 
cal e > , . e 
mas 0 Aads akovcas Kal of 
wn J€ , , 
TeA@var eOixaiwoay Tov Geov, 
Borribevtes 73 Bdrtucpa 
> 4 e A ~ QA 
Iwavvov' of && Papiraior kat 
c . ‘\ ¥ nw 
ot voutKkot thy BovAny rod 
Geov 7Oérycav eis Eavtods, jr} 
a © 3 > ~ 
Barricbevtes i? atrod. 


~ > 
TOU TLOTEVTO AL avuTw, 


St. Matthew introduces this passage among the dis- 
courses with the Jewish authorities (at the conclusion 
of the parable of the Two Sons) after the entry into 
Jerusalem; in St. Luke it occurs very much earlier, in 
connection with the long discourse concerning St. John 
(that it does not fit into the context either at the one 
place or the other can be easily shown, vide Wellhausen 
on both passages). But one cannot but entertain serious 
doubt as to whether the passage belongs to Q—indeed 
whether the two versions are directly dependent upon 
any single common source. They are certainly derived 
from a common tradition—viz. some saying of our Lord 
to the effect, “The publicans followed the preaching of 
John, while the leaders of the people rejected him.” 
But beyond this all is different, Moreover, both in 
St. Matthew and St. Luke there occur in these passages 
such strong traces of the characteristics of the respective 
evangelists, or such evident signs of dependence upon 
the context, that it is no longer possible to deduce from 
them the wording of the original tradition. “Of reXOvar xa} 


at répva.”’ in St, Matthew come from xxi. 31; “ dixavordyn”’ 
118 
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must as a rule be regarded as an interpolation by St. 
Matthew ; “micrevew aire,’ thrice repeated, is derived 
from xxi. 25, and perapédeoOar from xxi. 29. The same is 
the case in St. Luke. “Ids 6 Xads” occurs a dozen times 
in this gospel (never in St. Mark, once in St. Matthew); 
the active duxasoty is never found in St. Matthew and 
St. Mark, while it occurs thrice in St. Luke’s gospel ; 
Barri Gévres 75 Bdrticpa is Lukan (cf. tyois éripnoay, 
Gredy areAnowpeba, rapayyeian rapnyyeivAcpev, ex Ovpig 
ereOipnos, pwvicas pwvy, avactas éoTn, pevov epever, 
guidcoovtes pvdakds, dotpari aotpdartovoa, optiu op- 
tifev); likewise oi vopcxoi in itself, and in conjunction 
with ot Papicaior, is Lukan; “17 Bovdy”’ does not occur in 
St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. John, while it is used nine 
times by St. Luke; aereiv (wanting in St. Matthew’ 
is also inserted by St. Luke in x. 16=St. Matt. x. 40, 
els €autovs (€avTdy) occurs only once again in the gospels, 
viz. in St. Luke xv. 17. Therefore we can say absolutely 
nothing concerning the form and origin of this saying. 


St. Matt. xxii. 2-11 (the Great Supper)—St. Luke 
xiv. 16-24. 

The skeleton is identical: A man who gives a feast; 
his first invitation (to those who are invited as a matter of 
course) is refused on the excuse of business of various kinds, 
The master becomes angry and invites the vagabonds. 
In detail some verbal, or almost verbal, coincidences are 
found: av@pwros (the giver of the feast), dréorerAev Tov 
So0Aov adtod (Tors SovAovs avTod), of KeKAnpéevor, epyerbe 
. . . round erty (jroiwaxa . . . Sedre), dypdv nydpaca. (eis 
tov iSiov dypov), Cevyn Boav nyopaca (eis THY eurropiav adrod), 
dpyiabeis (dpyicOn), elrev 7 SovAw avrov (Aéyer Tots Sodrors 
abrod), e£eADe cis Tas thatelas Kal pipas THs wodews (roped: 
exOe eri tas SuefdSovs tov od0v), eeAOe eis Tas dbovs (e£ed 
Odvres cis Tas d8ovs). 
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But in contrast with these coincidences we find 
instances of great dissimilarity :— 

1. In St. Matthew the host is a king (God). 

2. The feast is a marriage-feast. 

3. The marriage feast is given in honour of the son 
(Christ). 

4. In St. Matthew several servants! are sent out with 
invitations, in St. Luke only one.? 

5. In St. Matthew the first invited are invited twice (the 
second time other servants are sent); in St. Luke, after the 
invitation of the poor, homeless, &c., since there is still 
room, the invitation is extended to the utterly destitute. 

6. In St. Matthew the second invitation to the first 
invited is amplified so as to attract them. 

7. In St. Matthew it is only shortly stated what the 
first invited did instead of responding to the invitation; 
in St. Luke their excuses are given word for word (three 
cases are given in contrast to two in St. Matthew). 

8. St. Matthew relates that some of the invited ill- 
treated and slew the inviting servants; St. Luke knows 
nothing of this, 3 

9. St. Matthew relates that the king sent his armies 
against those murderers and destroyed them and burnt 
their city ;? St. Luke tells us nothing of this.4 

10. St. Matthew adds the story of the man without a 
wedding garment. 

* The prophets are probably signified. I do not understand how 
Wellhausen has arrived at the conclusion that the apostles are meant. 

* Perhaps our Lord Himself is signified ; but this interpretation 
is by no means certain, 

3 The text here is, of course, doubtful ; perhaps we ought to 
read ‘‘ destroyed them and their cities.” 

‘ Taking together these new traits in St. Matthew, it is clear 
that the evangelist has amalgamated a second parable (B) with the 
main parable (A). B tells us of a king against whom his subjects 
revolted in his absence, and who punished them with a terrible 
vengeance. This parable was allied to the parable of the Vineyard. 
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There is no need of many words to prove that here 
St. Matthew is almost everywhere secondary; the only 
question is whether the distinction of two classes of 
poor, as well as the verbal report of the excuses in St. 
Luke, are primary. The former trait answers to this 
evangelist’s warm interest in the very poorest, and the 
latter to that pictorial style which is a frequent char- 
acteristic of St. Luke. Nevertheless, in these traits 
he may also preserve the original text. The main dis- 
tinction between the two versions is that St. Matthew 
has transformed a genuine parable! into an allegory with 
an historical motive. 

Dia, however, the text, as presented in St. Luke, 
form the exemplar of St. Matthew? and did it belong 
to Q? The first question should perhaps be answered 
in the affirmative: the exemplar of St. Matthew, so 
far as its essential content is concerned, would not have 
presented a very different appearance from the text 
given in St. Luke, which besides permits of easy trans- 
lation back again into Aramaic.2 The second question 

1 In the concluding verse in St. Luke (xiv. 24) our Lord Himself 
is represented as the host; but the introduction of this trait has 
not seriously affected the general character of the original parable. 

2 Note also that 65é is wanting, and that, on the other hand, ten 
clauses of the section begin with xai (the style is, however, Lukan in 
places; thus ris, verse 16 ; mapayevduevos, verse 21; wpa, with gen., 
verse 17 [vide St. Luke i. 10; Acts ili. 1, x. 3, xvi. 33, xxiii. 23], 
Hptavro, verse 18; mapoire?oOar, verses 18 and 19 [wanting in the 
gospels ; see, however, Acts xxv. 11]; dvdmnpos, verse 21 [only again 
in New Testament in St. Luke xiv. 13]). ’Azd pas, verse 18, can 
scarcely be Semitic (Wellhausen), but is a vulgar abbreviation for 
dd puas yveuns (so once in Philo) wel puxijs. The phrase: éyw 
dvdyeny ekeOdy ldetv atrév is good Greek. Is the phrase: éye pe 
mapyTnuévoy (‘habe me excusatum,” Martial) a Latinism? We 
must of course become much more cautious in making such assump- 
tions. It is also possible that St, Matthew has preserved a more 
faithful representation of the original text af we subtract all the traits 
which are derived from the parable B, 
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I am inclined to answer in the negative; for St. Matthew 
has upon no other occasion so freely edited or amalgamated 
with other material those sections which are derived 
from Q. We must therefore conjecture that either this 
section did not occur in Q, or that if it did, it had already 
received another form in Q before that source reached 
St. Matthew. In the first case, the section lies outside 
our sphere of investigation into the constitution of the 
text of Q; in the second case, it is difficult to determine 
whether we should claim for Q the Lukan text purified 
of its Lukan traits or the text of St. Matthew less those 
traits derived from the parable B. Hence we must 
disregard this section altogether. 


St. Matt. xxv. 14-30 (the parable of the Talents)— 
St. Luke xix. 12-27, - 

Here the chief distinction between St. Matthew and 
St. Luke lies in the fact that St. Luke has amalgamated 
with the parable of the Talents (C) the afore-mentioned 
parable B (concerning the king taking vengeance upon 
his revolted subjects) which St. Matthew has combined 
with the parable (A) of the preceding section! A very 
perplexing case! The parable B could not preserve its 
separate existence, and has been incorporated into the 
parable of the Great Supper (A) by St. Matthew, and 
into the parable of the Talents (C) by St. Luke—in both 
cases bringing into its new context a disturbing and 
incongruous element. In St. Luke the parable B? is 
given in clearer detail than B! in St. Matthew, but its 
connection with the context is even poorer here than in 
the latter gospel. It is noteworthy that St. Matthew 
has amalgamated with A yet a third parable D (the 


1 B in St. Matthew is not quite identical with B in St. Luke, 


yet they are closely allied. We must therefore distinguish them 
as B! and B3, 
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Wedding Garment), and that C and D both conclude 
with the clause: é«BdXere (adrdv) eis 78 oKdTOS TS eLdTEpov * 
éxel eotat 6 KAavOuds Kal 6 Bpvypds tav dddvtwv. The 
parable B? also concluded with a terrifying command: 
katacpigare aitods eumpoobev pov, and the parable A 
likewise concludes with a melancholy sentence (St. Luke 
xiv. 24): ovdets trav avdpav éxeivwy TOV KeKANLEVOV yeboeTat 
prov tov deixrvov. There were thus four parables, all of 
which were originally concerned with the Parousia (the 
Judgment and the Kingdom); St. Matthew gives them 
in the order—first, A amalgamated with B! and with 
D as an appendix, then C; St. Luke gives first A, then 
C amalgamated with B®. How this came to pass in the 
course of tradition it is no longer possible to discover; 
we must therefore refrain from attempting to ascertain 
whether these parables stood in Q, and in what form.? 
Now in regard to C, we find that at the beginning 
of the parable the form in St. Matthew is different 
from that in St. Luke; on the other hand verbal, or 
almost verbal, coincidences are not wanting—indeed in 
the second part and in the dialogue—this is character- 
istic !—they become very strongly marked. Cf. év@pwros 
(both) — darodnpav [eropedOn eis xdpav paxpdv] — éxdrcoev 
[xadéoas] — Tovs idiovs SovAous [Séxa SovAovs ]— edwxev avrois 
(both) — eb, SotAc dyabé .. . eri dXdiya fs miotds, ert roAAGY 
oe Katactyow [edye, dyaGe SodAc, dre ev EAaxioTw TioTds 
éyévov, tof éLovoiay €xwv KTA.] — oxAnpds « dvOpwros, 
Gepi{wy drov ovK éometpas Kat cvvdywv dBev ov SverKdpricas 
[avOpwros atorypds ef, aipers O ovK EOnKas, Kal Oepifes O 
ovk éorerpas] — rovnpe SodA€ . . . Bdeus Oru Oepifw drov ovK 


1 Of, B': dridecev rods hovers éxelvovs kal Thy modu adrav évémpyoev 
[or in place of the last four words simply, 74s ré)heus]. 

2 A further amalgamation took place in the Gospel of the 
Hebrews; here the parable of the Prodigal Son is combined 


with O. 
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éometpa Kal cvvdyw Sev od Siecxdprica [zovnpe Sore, Ades 
Ore. . . aipwy 6 ov« €OnKa Kat Onpifwv 6 obk éorepa] — ede 
> a <. ts: , , a , oi 35 \ 
ge otv Badeiv ra dpytpid pov tots tpurefeiraus, Kat éAOdv 
eyed éxopiodyny dv 7d éudv ory Tox [Kat bid to otk ewxds 
> 7 > \ / > X > 66 \ 4 a > 

pov 76 dpyvpiov ert tpdre(av ; Kaya éAOdv oiv TOKW Gv avTd 
erpaga] —dpate obv dx’ aitod 7d téAavrov Kal Sdre Tw €XovTt 
7a Séxa tadavta [dpare dx’ abrod tv pvav Kal Sdre T® TAs 
déxa pds Exovte] — 7 yap eyovte wavrt SoOjoerar . . . ToD 
dé py Exovtos Kal 6 éxer dpbijoeras dx adrod [ore wavti 70 
m” Me 3 XX X fel \N X @ = > 7 

exovre SoOjcerat, ard 62 Tov pr) Exovros Kal 6 exet apOjcerar]. 
Here it is quite evident that there is, at the background, 
a single traditional source declaring itself even in details 
of phraseology.1_ Hence the differences proceed most 
probably from the hand of the final revisor—i.e. either 
St. Luke or St. Matthew have made corrections, Which 
of them was the corrector? We give the following 
table of comparison, wherein we of course entirely neglect 
those traits which St. Luke has derived from B2:— 


St Matthew :— St. Luke :— 
Servants of an indefinite Ten servants, 
number, 
The lord on his departure The lord on his departure 
commits all his posses- commits to each only a 
sions to his servants, pound, and expressly tells 


them to trade therewith. 

and indeed to each ac- 
cording to his ability, 
to one five talents, to 
another two, to the third 
one (these are intended to 
serve as examples of the 
method of distribution), 


1 The synonyms are not translation-variants, but are linguistic 
corrections made by St. Luke, 
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he who received five 
talents gains therewith 
other five talents, he 
who received two gains 
other two, he who re- 
ceived one buries it in 
the earth; 

on his return the lord 
as a reward sets those 
who had received the 
five and the two talents 
over “many things” and 
adds, “Enter into the 
joy of thy lord”; the 
talent is taken from him 
who had buried it. 


This information is not 
given expressly in the 
narrative but is com- 
municated in what fol- 
lows. 


the first says that his 
pound has gained ten 
pounds, the second that 
his pound has gained 
five pounds; the first is 
set over ten cities, the 
second over five cities, 
another [the other] re- 
turns the pound which 


he had kept wrapped in 
a napkin;! it is taken 
from him. 


In St. Matthew the lord divides what he leaves behind 
him among all his servants—leaving them to decide what 
they should do with it; in St. Luke he makes trial of 
ten of his servants, giving them an express direction as 
to their procedure. In St. Matthew he divides to each 
individually according to his ability, but gives the same 
reward to those who had laboured; in St. Luke he gives 
the same to all, but the reward varies in accordance with 
the performance of each.? It seems to me that the 
simpler version is that of St. Matthew. This impression, 

1 Dovddproy in St. Luke is an obvious Latinism. 

2 In St. Matthew it is the servant who gains, in St. Luke it is 
the pound which each has received. The latter version is naturally 
secondary, because it betrays most reflexion. Lastly, there are 
still obvious traces in St. Luke that his exemplar mentioned not 
ten but, as in St. Matthew, three servants, 
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moreover, is confirmed by a glance at a passage in 
St. Mark. Here we read (xiii. 34): ds dvOpwros ar ddnjmos 
(cf. St. Matthew verse 14: dorep dvOpwros dz odnpav, 
otherwise in St. Luke) dqels tiv oixlay abrod Kal Sods rots 
SovrAous attod rv efovolay (therefore not a test but the 
management of the whole household, as in St. Matthew; 
otherwise in St. Luke), éxdorw 73 épyov atrod (to each 
therefore according to his ability; so also in St. Matthew, 
otherwise in St. Luke). Thus St. Matthew, in contrast 
to St. Luke, agrees with St. Mark, who evidently knew 
of the parable which has been drastically edited by St. 
Luke. It does not, however, follow that the parable 
comes from Q, nor—if it comes from Q—that St. Matthew 
has handed it down to us in its original form. This is 
indeed improbable. In St. Mark to each servant is 
assigned his separate function in the household ; this 
idea can indeed be still traced in St. Matthew (and in 
St. Luke), but it has been thrust into the background 
by ideas of another kind. The trafficking with money 
can have had no place in the forms of the parable with 
which St. Mark was acquainted; for he knows nothing 
at all of the distribution of money to the servants. 
Hence the common source of St. Matthew and St. Luke 
is secondary when compared with St, Mark (whether 
it was contained in Q we cannot tell). Its form has 
perhaps arisen from the combination of two parables 
(C!: the departing lord delivers his household to the 
care of his servants; C2: the departing lord gives his 
property to his servants that they may develop it). 


i i 


CHAPTER II 


LINGUISTIC AND HISTORICAL INVESTIGATION OF THE NON- 
MARKAN SECTIONS COMMON TO sT. MATTHEW AND 
ST. LUKE (Q). 


I.—Tue Text 
1. (Sr. Marr. iii. 5, 7-12; Sr. Luxe iii. 3, 7-9, 16, 17.) 
Gy (ees Llosa Tepixwpos tov “lopdavov . . . 


towv ['Todinns] aroAXous eg Tous soedl farts épxo- 
Mévous ert TO Barticua elev avTois:] 

Tevjuara eX LOVOY, TIS vrédekev Umly uyety aro 
THs wheANoveNs opyis ; (8) momcate ovv Kap7ov aEtov 
THs peravotas * (9) Kal [Ay ddgire [apEnobe ?] Aéryery 
év cavrois” Tarépa éxXomey TOV ‘ABpaam. dey yap 
viv Ort Sivarat 6 Oeos ek Tov ALQwy ToUTwY eyelpat 
TEVA TO "ABpadp ++ (10) in0n de 4 agivy ™pos THY 
pitav TOV dévdpwv Ke(Tal* Way ou dévd pov bn ToLouy 
Kap7ov KaANOv exkOmTETAL Kal eis mp Badderau. (11) 
eyo pev umas BartiGo év voaTt els peTavotay* 6 Oe 
OTicw jou epxouevos taxupdTepes mov éaTW, OU ovK 
elut ikavos Ta UTodnuata Baraca: avTos Umas Bar- 
ricer ev [rvevuatt (ay) Kal] mpi, (12) 0d TO wrvoy 
ev TN xeupl GUTOU, Kal draxaba pret THY GAWVA AUTO, Kat 
cuvaget TOV Gl(TOV aUTOU Els THY ATrOOIKNY, TO OE axupov 
KaTakavoet Trupt aaBéorw (pp. 40, 41). 

2. (Sr. Marr. iv. 1-11; Sr. Luxe iy. 1-13.) 
(i) ‘O "Iycots any On els THY epny.ov UTO TOU TveU- 


patos TetoacOjvat uo Tov dvaBoAou, (2) Kai vyorevoas 
127 
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npepas v4 kal VUKTAS He derrepov eTELVATEYs ©) Kat O- 
mepaC ov eimev atm: et viog ef Tov Oeod, eiwe va of 
AlOou ovrot dprou yevovr at, (4) Kai derek pir yey par- 
Ta: ovK é@ apT@ move CiceTat 6 avOpwros. 
(5) mapaay Paver O€ auroy els “Tepouradinu Kal eoTnoey 
aur oy emt TO TrEpvytov TOU iepov (6) Kat Aéyer adto- 
ei vios ef TOU Oeou, Bare geavTov KaTw* yeyparrat yep 
STL TOL ayyéRors avrou évTeAeiTat Tepl cov Kal 
€mi Xelp@y apovaly cE, Ki} TOTE THOTKOW YS TPOS 
AlOov Tov Toda cov. (7) en avto 6 ‘Incovs: radkw 
yéyparTa: ovK éxmerpacers KUptoy TOY Bedy cov. 
(8) wadw mrapadauBaver avTov ets dpos vyyAov Alay 
kal dexwow aire wacas tas BaciWcias TOU KocMoU Kal 
tiv dd€av aitav, (9) Kal elev alto: TavTa cot TayTa 
diow, éav tpookunjoys mot. (10) Kai Aéye adT@ 6 
Incovs: yéyparra: Kvptov tov Oedy cov T poc- 
Kuyyoers Kal avT@ movw AaTpevcers. (11) Kal 


apinrw adtov 6 diaBodos (pp. 41 ff). 


3. (Sr. Marr. v. 1-4, 6, 11,12; Sr. Luxe 
vi. 17, 20-23.) 


(1) (2) [. - « GxAo . . . edidakev rove mabyras 
Aéywv . . «J 

(3) Maxapior of rrwyol, dri atrév ert 4 Bacirela 
Tov Qeov, 

(4) maxapror of revOouvres, Ste adrot TapaxAnOn- 
TOVTAL 

(6) Haxapot of rewavres, bTt avTot XoprasPijrovrat, 

(11) paKapiot core, oTav dvediswow % vuas Kat Ow- 
wow Kat elrwow wav Tovnpov Ka’ Umay Wevdomevor. 

(12) xaipete kal ayadrrGobe, Ste 6 gucOds tudv 


THE TEXT 129 


aroNus év ‘Trois ovpavois: ottws yap ediwgay rods 7 po- 
pitas Tous 7pd Vuay (p. 48). 


4. (Sr. Marr. v. 39, 40; Sr. Luxe vi. 29.) 
(89) “Ooris ce parriCer els THv [deEtav] craydva [cov], 


orpeyoy ate Kat THY aAny, (40) kal TH O€AovTi cor 
KpiOjvat Kat TOV XiT@Va cou AaBeiy, aes aUT@® Kal TO 


iuatioy (p. 58). 


5. (Sr. Marr. v. 42; Sr. Luxe vi. 30.) 
(42) Te atrotvti ce dds, kat Tov OéXovTa azo cov 
davicacOat my aroaT pays (p. 58). 


6. (St. Marr. v. 44-48; Sr. Luxe vi. 27, 28, 35°, 
32, 33, 36.) 


(44) "Eyo eyo min. ayaTare ToUs EXApovs v URoY 
Kal mporeixerbe v vmrep Tey Suoxdyrov ¥ UUas, (45) 6 Gres 
ryévnse viot Tou maT pos Upav, OTe TOY *ALov avrou 
avatéANe él rrovnpous Kai ayabors [Kal Bpéxer emi 
Otkalous Kat adikous]. (46) éav yap ayarnoyte Tos 
aya avTas vuas, Tiva pucOov eXeTE 5 ovXt Kat of 
TeAGvat TO av’TO Tolovow ; (47) Kal éav doracnabe 
Tous adeh hous Ue | MOvOY, Ti Tepiscov Tolire; ouxi 
Kat of éOvikot TO avTo Towvow; (48) éoer Oe ovv ole rip- 
poves [? eAeruoves ?] aso TaTip UMOV OK Tip Lev [? éAen- 
pwy ?] eoriv (p. 59). 


7. (Sr. Marr. vii. 12; Sr. Luxe vi. 31.) 


(12) Ilavra dca eav Oé€AnTe Wa rolocw viv ot 
avOpwrot, oUTws Kal Ujmels Troveire avrois (p. 9). 
I 
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8. (Sr. Marr. vii. 1-5; Sr. Luxe vi. 37, 38, 41, 42.) 

(1) My KpLveTes va py KpiOnre, (2) eve yap Kpiuart 
kpivere xpiOnoecOe, kai ev @ méTpH meTpEiTe meTPN- 
Oncerat vuiv. (3) ri dé Brees TO Kaphos TO ev TO 
opOaruw Tov adeAov cov, Thy de €v TO ow OPOaArpyo 
doxov ov Karavoeis; (4) 4 mas épeis TH AdeAPO cov: 
aes éxBartw TO kapos ex Tov oPOarpcv cov, Kal 7 
doxos év TH GPOartug cov; (5) Uroxprta, &Bare 
7 pOTov €k TOU opOaduov cov Tv SOKOY, Kat TOTE 
diaBrAeLes exBareiv TO Kappos ek Tod opOadpod Tob 
adeAot cov (p. 8). 


9. (Sr. Marr. xv. 14; Sr. Luxe vi. 39.) 


(14) TuprAcs tuprAcy eay ddnyp, audrepa eis 
BoOvvov wecotvTa (p. 28). 


10. (Sr. Marr. x. 24, 25; Sr. Luxe vi. 40.) 


(24) Ovx gor pabyrns vmep Tov OidacKarov ovde 
dobAos Urep Tov KUptov avTov. (25) apxerov Te 
paOyty wa yévytar ws 6 dwWacKxados avrod, Kal 6 
dotAos ws O KUptos avrod (p..79). 


11. (Sr. Marr. vii. 16-18; xii. 33; Sr. Luxe 
vi. 43, 44.) 


(33) "Ex rot xaprod ro dévdpoy yweokera. purpre 
ouAAéyouoty amo axavOey orapuras 9» aro TpiBorwy 
cixa; (17) obras wav dévdpov ayabov Kapzov KaXov 
moi, TO O€ campov dévdpov KapTov Tovnpov Trove. 
(18) ov dvvarat dévd pov ayabov KapTov Trovnpov 
éverykeiy ovde dévdpov campov kaprov Kadov oteiv 


(p. 68). 
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12. (Sr. Marr. vii. 21, 24-27; Sr. Luxe vi. 46-49.) 


(21) [Ov was 6 A€ywv mou’ KUpte Kipie, eloeAeoéTaL 
els THY BaciAclav TOU Oeod, GAN’ 6 Tomy TO OéAnua Too 
marpos woul], (24) was ody doris akovet pov Tods 
Aoyous TovTovs Kal Tole avrous, Urodei~w vuiv rive 
éxTi Guotos* Guotds éorw [or in place of these seven 
words simply ofowOjcerar] avdpi dots BKodoUnoer 
avTou THY olkiay éml THY métpav. (25) kat xatéBn 4 
Bpoxy Kat 7rOov of roramol Kal érvevoray of Gvenot Kat 
mporereray Ty otkia exelvy, Kal ovK ererev’ TeOeMeNwTO 
yap emt Tv mwétpayv. (26) Kal mas 6 axovwy pov 
Tous Adyous TovTOUS Kal py moldy avTors duowhh}- 
geTar avdpt Goris wkoddunoev adiToo Thy olkiay émt 
tiv Gppov. (27) kai xaréBn 4 Bpoyn kal 7rOov ot 
ToTapot Kat erveveav of avemot Kal mpocéxopay TH 
otkia éxelvy, Kat Ererev, KaL Av 4 TTHTLS AUTIS peyary 


(p. 70). 


13. (Sr. Marr. vii. 28; viii. 5-10, 13; Sr. Luxe 
vii. 1-10.) 


(28, viii. 5) [After He had spoken these words] 
elonAOev ets Kadapvaoup Kat a poonn Bev QuT@ exaTov- 
Tapxos Tapaxadav avrov (6) kal A€éywv" KipLe, O mais 
pov BéBAnra ev TH otkia mapadvrikds, dewas Bacan- 
Couevos. (7) Ayer alT@’ éyw eAOwv Ocparevow 
avrov. (8) amokpiBeis dé 6 éxaTovTapxos &hy* Kvpte, 
ovk eiul tkavos Wa pov Uro Thy oréyny eicéAOns' Gra 
pdvov ere AOYH, Kal labijo erat 6 mais pov. (9) rau 
yap eyo avOpwrros elt v0 eEouciay, EXOV vm emaurov 
oTpatuoras, Kal heyw TOUTY mopevOnrt, Kat Topeverat, 
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Leg , 

kat GAw* epxov, Kal &pxerat, Kat TO dovAw jou" 

lal A A cal 
molycov ToUTO, Kal Tote. (10) axovcas de 6 'Incois 
> , ‘ > - ’ ~ . ° A , 
eOavuacev Kal erev Tots axodovPovew [auny] Aéeyw 
Upiv, ovde ev TO 'Iopanr ToraUTHY TicTLW edpov. [(13) 
kat eirev 6 ‘Incovs To ExaTovTapx" [trae], ws 
ériarevoas ryernOnTw got. Kal iaOn 6 mais ev TY ope 


éxeivn] (pp. 71, 74). 


14. (Sr. Marr. xi. 2-11; Sr. Luxe vii. 18-28.) 


(2) ‘O dé "Iwavyns axovocas év To der mwornpio Ta 
épya TOU Xproroi, méurpas dia Tov Habyraov avuTou 
elev AUTO’ (3) av € 0 EpXemevos 7 erepov ™poado- 
Komev; (4) Kat drroxpiBeis el 7rev avr ois" tropevbevres 
amayyetNate 'Iwavvy & axovere kal Brérere., (5) 

a9 , Q x on 4 
Tuprot avaBherovew Kal XwAot wepiTarovaty, Aer pot 
kabapiCovrar Kal Kagot Gxovovaw, Kal veKpot eysipovrat 
Kal TTwxol evayyehiCovran® (6) Kai maxapids ear O¢ 
dv myn oxavdaricOy ev éuoi, (7) TovTwy dé 70 pevo- 
pévov npgato Néyew Tots dxAow Tept “Iwavvour ti 
rom) 9 ‘ + 7 , € ey 
e&rAOate eis Thy Epnuov OcacacOa; Kadayov v7d 
avéwou oadeuvduevov; (8) adAa TL e&pAOate ideiv; 
»” ] A ’ , 9 A e ‘ Dn! 
avO pwr ov ev “aXaKois Euler mevor; idov of Ta waXaKka 

A ’ ms ” A , ’ \ ’ 
Popovvtes ev Tois oiKols TOV Bacidéwv, (9) aAXa ti 
e&MOare; mpopiyryy tev, vat eyo Univ, Kat TrEpig- 
cOTEPOY Tpogrr ov, (10) odros éorw epi ob yeypar- 
Tatt idov é eyo aTooTéAAw TOV ayyedov hou 7 po 
TpoTwWMTOUV Tov, Os KaTaTKEVaTEL THY OOdY TOU 
eum poo Bev cou. (11) [aury] Aéyw vuiv, ovK eynryep- 
Tau ev yerenrots yuvauceov jesiCov ’Twdvvou [rob Barric- 


Too] 0 oe MiKpOTEpos ev Th Bacireta Tov Oeou ueiCwy 
avTov éorw (pp. 90, 14). 
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15. (Sr. Marr. xi. 16-19; Sr. Luxe vii. 31-35.) 
(16) Tin dpowocw thy yeveay Tavtyy [Kal Ti éoriv 
ouoia |; Omola éotl radiow Kabyuévor év Tals ayopais 
a “~ lal € , 7, > , 
a TpocPwvowTa Tots ETEPOLS (17) Aeyovow* nuAnoapev 
Umiv Kal OvK wpxijoac be: eOonjcamer Kal OUK éxd\pac be. 
(18) 7A@ev yap Twavyns pire eoOlov pore Tivwv, Kal 
r 9 > as 
Aeyovow* Saucnov eye. (19) jAPev 6 vids Tod 
3 , > , 4 , 4 , ’ A a 
avOowmrov éaSiwy Kat rivwy, Kat éyovow' ov ay- 
Opwros payos Kal olvoTdOTns, TEAWVOY piros Kal a.ap- 
TWAGY. Kal édiKaiwOn 7 copia ATO TOV TEKVWY aUTIS 
(p. 16). 
16. (Sr Marr x. 7; Sr. Luxe ix; 2; x. 9, 11.) 


(7) Llopevopevor knpuocete EyovTEes OTL HyyiKev 7 
Baca Tov Ocod (p. 79). 


17. (Sr. Mart. viii. 19-22; Sr. Luxe ix. 57-60.) 


(19) [Eérév rie abr@:] axodrovOjcw cot Sov éay 
° , N , te eee a CaN Ss 
amépxyn. (20) Kat Ayer adt@ 6 'Incots: ai addrexes 
wreous éxourw Kal TO TETELVA TOU ovpavou KaTacKnyo- 
e r) en oy nt , > » A ‘ ry 
gels, 6 d€ vios Tov avOpdrov ovK exer TOU THY Kearny 
/ 4 \ > ° Les! > , , 
KAivy. (21) erepos dé efrev ato’ éxitpeyoy jor 
mpatov ameOeiv cat Para Tov marépa mov’ (22) 
V4 A 9 i o , \ ld A A 
Aéyer de aiTw* akoAovHe pol, Kat aes Tous vEeKpous 
Oarlat Tous éavTay vexpovs (p. 10). 


18. (Sr. Marr. ix. 37, 88; Sr. Luxe x. 2.) 

(37) Aéye: avrois [Trois wabyrais avrot?]: 6 meév 
Oepiruos Tous, of dé épyarat dAiyou (88) dejOyre odv 
Tov Kuplov Tov Oepismod Orws éxBadrn épyaras els Toy 
Oepiruov avrov (p. 12). 


134 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


19. (Sr. Marr. x. 16*; Sr. Luxe x. 3.) 
(16) "Idod eyo arocré\Aw suas ws mpoBata év 
ééow d’Kwy (p. 13). 


20. (Sr. Marr. x. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe x. 5, 6.) 

(12) Hicepyduevor dé els thy oikiay acracacbe 
avryv* (18) cal éavy F 4 otkia agia, e\Oatw 7 elpvn 
Uuay em avtyv' éav de un agia, n e(pnyn UM@V Tpos 
vas émistpapytw. (Preceded by some words which 
can still be supplied with some degree of certainty 
from St. Luke x. 4: uy BaoraCere BadrXavriov, uy 
TIpav, fn VTodnuaTa, Kal undéva KaTa Thy Oddy aoTd- 


ona Oe [#,e, «do not stop ”]) (p. 79). 


21. (Sr. Marr. x. 10°; Sr. Luxe x. 7°.) 
(10) “A £tos yap O épyarns Tis Tpopns adrov. 
Preceded by some such words as St. Luke x. 7?: éy 
avTy Ty olkia pévere, 2rOovres Kat mlvovtes Ta Tap’ 


adTay (p. 12). 


22. (St. Marr. x. 15; Sr. Luge x. 12.) 

(15) [Aun] Aéyw bpiv: Gvextotepov éorat yi 
Lodduwv cat I ouoppwy [or in place of the last four 
words, Lodduow] év TH nuepa [exetvy? Kpicews ?] 4 TH 
moXet €xeivy, (Preceded, according to St. Luke x. 8-11, 
by some such words as follow: eds fy dy 7éAW cir ép- 
xn70e x, déxwvTat Uuds, éoOlere T. mapaTiOéueva viv kK. 
AEyeTe adTois* nyyKev 4 Bao, Tt. Ocod. ets fv 8 ay 
moAw elcéAOnTe kK. [LH d€XwvTat UMas, e&ehOdvres eis T. 
mraTelas avThs elrate: kK. T. KOVLopT ov T. KoA\AnOevTa 
Heiv ex. T., TOAEWS UMaV cig T. TOdAS aTouarcoueba 


iuir) (p. 18). 
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23. (Sr. Marr. xi. 21-23; Sr. Luxe x. 13-15.) 


(21) Oval cor, Xopatelv, oval cor, ByOcaidav: Sri 
ef év Tip cat Ziddu eyevovro ak duvapmers at ryevomevat 
év viv, mada av év odkkw Kal orod@ perevdycay. 
(22) Any [Aéywo vuiv] Tip» cat Lidav aVveKTOTE pov 
oy) ae ee , ’ na , KX CHa 
ora [ev MikEpA Kploews ? ev TH Kpioer?] H Umiv. (23) 

A , , Ye ? ae et , 4 
kat ov, Kadapraoiu, uy ews ovpavot vwOicn; ews 
Gdov xataByon (p. 17). 

4 


(24. (Sr. Marr. x. 40; Sr. Luxe x. 16.)] 


[O dexydmevos vuas éue déxerat, cal 6 éue dexdpuevos 
déxeTat Tov arocreihayTa pe] (p. 86). 


25. (Sr. Marr. xi. 25-27; Sr. Luxe x. 21, 22.) 


(25) ’Ev exetve to xaipp elrevs e£ouodoyovpal cot, 
A , ~ ‘4 ~ ~ eo cA lod 
MATEp KUpLE TOU OUpavou Kal THs yis, tt expuas TadTa 
aro copay Kal cuveTay Kal amexadupas adTa yyTiots 
(26) vai, 6 ratip, drt olTws evdokia éyévero eutpoc- 
e ‘ ol , 
Oév cov. (27) ravra pot mapedoOn vro TOU TaTpOS, 
A be! A 
kal ovdels &yvw [roy viov e my O TaTNp ovde] Tov 
, 4 -) A « e.% A » Ns aN e 
martépa [Tis &yvw] ef wn 6 vios Kat @ eav BovAyTa o 
vids amroxadvwyat (p. 17). 


26. (Sr. Marr. xiii. 16, 17; Sr. Luxe x. 23°, 24.) 


(16) ‘Ypav pakaptot of dpOarpol, drt BA€rovew, Kat 
A ‘z 4 \ , 
ra Ora [vuay], Ste axovovow. (17) [aunv yap] rAéyw 
ce A 4 ‘ a ‘ NN tad ? ay 
uuiy, Ott moAAot mpodirat [at Baotreis] ereOiunoay 
A “a? 

ideiyv a BAérere Kat ovK eiday, Kal akovoa & axovere, 
kal ovk #Kovcay (p. 25). 
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27. (Sr. Marr. vi. 9-13; Sr. Luxe xi. 2-4.) 


[(9) Harep, (11) rov dprov judy roy émtovctov dos 
nyaiv onpepov, (12) kat aes nly TA opernpara meV, 
ws Kal nets acijcapey Tois operréras juav, (13) Kai 
My eloevéyens nuds els Teparuor.] (p- 63). 


28. (St. Marr. vii. 7-11; Sr. Luxe xi. 9-13.) 


(7) Alretre, cat doOjprerat buiv: Cnreire, Kal evpirere: 
kpovere Kat avoryjoeTat Umi. (8) as yap 0 aiTov 
AauBavet, cat 6 Cnt@v evpicket, Kal TH KpovovtTt avot- 
ynoeva. (9) % Tis éotw €& Uma avOpwros, Ov altyoet 
6 vios avrod aprov, uy AlOov émidadcer avt@,; (10) 7% 
kat (xOvv airioet, wy op émiddce ait@; (11) e& ody 
umes Tovnpot Ovres otdare [douara] ayaba Owddvat Tois 
TEKVOLS UMGY, TOTW MaAAoY 6 maTnp 6 €& ovpavod duces 
ayaba trois airovow airdy; (p. 8). 


29. (Sr. Marv. xii. 22, 23, 25, 27, 28, 30, 43-45 ; 
Sr. Luxe xi. 14, 17, 19, 20, 23-26.) 


(22) [eQcpameveer] daimoviCouevov Koper, [dare] 
Tov Kwpov Aadreiv, (23) Kal [eEicravro] [ravres] of 
6xrAot . . « (25) waoa Bacirela Kepiabeica ef)’ éautay 
e€pnuovrat . . . (27) Kal e éyw ev BeedCeBovr 
> Ls bt , e @: NGA ~ > , ’ , 
exParrAw Ta Satuoria, of viol Umo@v ev Tit exBadXouc ; 
dia TovTo avtol Kpirat écovrat bur (28) ef de éy 

, > A ’ ’ A , 54 * 
Trevuatt Beot éyw éexBarrw Ta Samora, apa ep acer 
DO ye 7S lal e , fal a e NON U 
ep’ uuas 4 Baoiela Too Ocot. . . . (30) 0 uy ov wer 
€uo0 Kar’ éuoo éoTw, Kal 6 py cuvaywy per’ euoo 

A 4 Ni ° Ly ~ 
oxopmiCe . . . (43) Orav 76d axaBaptov mvetua 
ss > Mi “a 9 ’ , VM! 4 , 
eEEAOn ad TOO avOow7ov, drépxerar du avdpwv Torey 
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Crroby a avaravow Kat ovx evpioxet, (44) [Tore] Neyer’ 
els TOV OlKOY fou emar perv d0ev cE Boy" Kat edo 
evpioxer oxodaCovra [eat] cerapwmevoy Kal KeKOoMy- 
pevoy. (45) TOTE TopeveTa Kal maparay Gaver pe? 
€auToU éTTa mvetpara Tommporepa éavToU Kat eloed- 
Oovra Karotkel éxel, kat yivera Ta erxata TOU avOpe- 
qrov ékelyou xelpova TOV TPOTWV (pp. 21, 24). 


30. (Sr. Marr. xii. 38, 39, 41, 42; Sr. Luxe xi. 16, 
29-32.) 

(33) [They said]: O¢Aouev aad cov cyueioy ideiv. 
(39) 6 de elev ryevea movnpa Kat MotxaArts OnMELOV 
emiCnrel, Kat onpciov ov doOjocerat auTy el wn TO 
onuetov ’lwva: oomrep yap éyévero ’Iwvas trois Nwevei- 
Tals onuciov, oUTwS erTaL Kal 6 ULOS TOU avOparou TH 
yeves avrg. (41) dvdpes Nuvevetrar avacricovrat 
ev Ta Kpicer pera THS ryeveas Tavrns Kat Karak pivovaty 
adr, OTL meTEevonoay eis TO kipuypa “lwva, cat idov 
mrciov ’Iwva de. (42) Bacidwooa vorou éyepOjcerat 
> ” iy ‘ A lad , 4 a 
€v Ty Kploet meTa THS yeveas TaVvTNS Kal KaTaKpLel 
avtyy, OTe HAOev ex Tar TEpaTov THs Yyns aKxovoa 
tiv copiay LoAouavos, kat ov mAciov DoAomavos 


de (p. 22). 
81. (Sr. Mart. v. 15; Sr. Luxe xi. 33.) 


(15) Ov xaiovow Rvxvov Kat TiWéacw adroy 70 
A , J , 5 ee. A , 4 , lal 
Tov modiov, GAN’ ert THv AvXVaY, Kat AauTEL TaTW 
Tois ev Ty oikia (p. 53). 
82. (Sr. Marr. vi. 22, 23; Sr. Luxe xi. 34, 35.) 


(22) ‘O AVX vos TOU cwuaTOS éoTLY O opbar pds 
oN ico a ek) , t A oe” \ 
[cou]’ €av ovv 7 oO dpOarsos cov amAovs, Sov TO 
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aA iA sf c 4 aN \ e . , 

Tapa cov pwrewov extra (23) éav de 6 dpbaruds 

A A , 4 . 

gov Tovnpos f, Sov TO THUa Gov cKoTEWov érTa. et 
a A X 8 , > , M , , 

odv TO has TO év Gol oKdToOS erry, TO oKdTOS Téc0Y ; 


(p- 4). 


33. (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36 ; 
Sr. Luxe xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47-52.) 


(4) [Perhaps a “Woe”] Accouevovow popria 

apéa kal émiriOéacw emt Tos duovs TaY avOparwy, 
Kat adroit T@ daxTUAw a’Tay ov Oédovow KWioa 
aura, 

(13) oval wuiv ois Papicalos, Ste KAelere Thy 
Bactrelay tot Ocod éumpooOev Trav avOparwv: vmels 
yap ovK eaépxerOe ovds rods elaepxopevous adiere 
elaed Dery, 

(23) ovat tuiv rots Dapioalos, St: arodexarovre 
TO y0vormov Kal TO a&ynBov Kal Td KUuWor, Kal agyKare 
TO. Bapvrepa TOU vouou, THY Kpicw Kat TO @Xeos, 

(25) [Perhaps a « Woe”] [viv] iueis of Papicaion, 
xaOapiCere TO éEwOer Tod ToTnpiou Kat THs mapovyidos, 
érwber de ryémourw é& aptayis Kat axpacias. 

(St. Luke xi. 44) ovat vuir, Ste errs ds of Tapot 
of ddyAo, Kat ot avOpwrot ot wepiTaTovyTes éravw 
ovK oldaciy, 


[(St. Matthew 27) oval iuiv rois Papicaios, Sr 
TapomoraCere Tapors KeKovlaMevols, otTiVes eEwbev mev 
Patvovra wpator, %rwOev Oé yémovow doréwy veK pov 
kat waons axa@apctas.] 


SAN ea. eur a A 
(29-32) oval vuiv, Sri oikodometre Tovs Tapous Tov 
A 4 , nA 
mpopnrav (80) Kal AeyeTe> ef HucOa ev rails 7pmepaus 
~ , eon > ’ A 
Tov TAaTEepwv yuwv, ovk av ucOa avrav Kowwwvos éy 
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~ A ~ ~ ~ 
T® aiwatt Tov moohytov. (31) dare MapTuperre 
e a ~ 
EauTois, OTL viol éaTe TOV ovevoavt wy TOUS mpopnras, 
[(32) kat bmets TAnpodsare TO MET Pov TOY TaTépwv VULOV]. 

(34-36) dia TodTO Kat 4 Lodia Tov Ocov elrer: 
amoctéAAw mpos [els] vuas mwpodytas cal 

A a “A aA 

copous kat ypaumareis: €& altay aroxteveire 
kat didEere, (35) Stws ELOn ef’ Vmas waY aiua 
> , ’ 4 A ~ ’ A ed wt 
EKXUVVVOMEVOY Er THS Yhs amo aipatos "“ABer 
(4 ed Sy , d bd Z A 
€ws aiwatos Laxapiov, ov epovevcare metaku 
Tov vaov Kat ToU Ouctacrnpiov, (86) ayuny 
Neyo vpmiv, Eee TavTa TwayTa émt THY yeveay 


TauTny (p. 96). 
34%. (Sr. Marr. x. 26-33; Sr. Luxe xii. 2-9.) 


(26) Ouvdév éotw Kexaduppevoy O ovK arroxadupOy- 
geTal, Kal KpuTTOV O ov yrwoOjoera. (27) & réyw 
Umiv év TH oKoTia, elrate ev TH wti+ Kai 6 els TO 
OUs aKOvETe, Knpvgare eTl TOV OWLATWY. (28) Kal pn 
poBeiabe aro Tay amoKTevvorvTwr TO TOMA, THY OE 
Woy wy dvvapévoy amoxreivat: poBeiabe de wadXov 
Toy duvamevoy Kal uxnv Kal coua aTodéoat ev yeévyn. 
(29) ovyxi dvo [7évre] otpovlia agcapiou [accaptoy B'7 
morcirat; Kat év e& avtav ov receira eri THY yay Gvev 
Tov Oeov. (30) vuay dé cal at tTplxes THs Keadis 
masa npiOunpévae eiotv. (31) wy [ody] poBeicbe- 
moAA@ [yet woAA@y already stood in Q] crpovOlwr 
Ovapépere upeis. (82) was odv doris dporoyioe ev 
éuot eumporbev Tav avOpdrwy, duoroyijret Kat 6 vlog 
roo avOparrov [vel duoroyicw kayo] év ato éurporbev 
Tov ayyéAwy Tod Beov- (33) doris dé apyyocnral 
pe Surpoobey Tav avOpadrwv, apyicopmat Kayo adTov 
eumporbev TAY ayyédwy Tou Bod (pp. 14, 82). 
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34°. (Sr. Marr. xii. 32; Sr. Luxe xii. 10.) 


(32) kat Os éay ely AOyov Kata Tod vio Tod 

: A x A 
avOpdrov, apeOjoera alta: bs 8 ay etry Kata Too 

, ~ € £ > ° , ’ ox 
TvEU“ATOS TOU ayiouv, oUK apeOjceTar avTw (p. 21). 


35. (Sr. Marr. vi. 25-33; Sr. Luxe xii. 22-31.) 
(25) Arca rovro Aéyw vuiv, wy Mepiuvare Th buxn 
Umaov Th haynte, pyde TO cHuaTi Vuov Tl évdvcncbe- 
aux! 7 Wuxy wAéiov éeoriw Tis Tpodis Kat TO c@ua 
Cy tN ’ , ) A , X 
Tov evddmatos; (26) éuBreLare eis Tovs Kopaxas [Ta 
TETEWA TOU ovpavov?], drt ov omeipourw ovde Oepi- 
0A i ’ ] , Vue \ lA 
Covety ovdé suvayovow eis arrobifcas, Kat 6 Peds Tpéper 
avTous: ovUX vues “GANov dvapépere atav; (27) ris 88 
€& vuay Mepivev dvvarat mpoorGeivar ert THv AAKlay 
avrou mixuv eva; (28) Kat Tept evovuaros Ti MEpiLVaTe ; 
Katauabere Ta Kpiva Tas avEavovew: ov KoTI@oW OvdE 
wpPovow+ (29) rAéyw Je vuiv, [ore] ovdé Lorouwy ev 
Ul ™ } , ’ “~ , e a , 
mary Ty 00&y adtov mepieBareTo ws &v To'Twr. (30) 
ef 08 &v dyp@ Toy XOpTov onuepov dvTa Kal avptov ets 
, , € ‘\ Ca ° , > 
kriBavov Badrrouevov 6 Oeds obtws audievvuw, ov 
TOAAW WaAAOY Yuds, OAvydmricToL; (31) wh ody Me plu- 
, U a 
vionte RéyovrTes: Ti Paywouev ; Ti Tiwuev; } ri 
meptBardueba ; (32) wavra yap TavTa Ta Ovy [Tov 
Koo Mou] emiCnTovow * oldev yap Oo TaTnp vuov Ort 
xpncere TOUTWY aTavTwY. (33) Cuteire dé tHv Bact- 
Aelavy avrov, Kal Tatra wdyra moorreOjnceTat viv 
(p. 4). 
36. (Sr. Marr. vi. 19-21; Sr. Luxe xii. 33, 34.) 
(19) My OncaupiCere UV Oncavpovs ext rhs vis, 
@ ‘ A 
Omou ong Kat Bodors apanCe, kat Orov kAeTTat dvopie- 
govow Kat KAérrovew: (20) OnoaupiCere Oe buiy 
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Onoavpous év ovpavois, Orov ovTE ons ovTE Bpacrs 
apavicer kat S7rou err ou Svoptocoucw oude 
kAérrovow: (21) Sov yap éotw 6 Oncavpds cov 
[Umar], exe? €orat Kat 4 Kapdia cov [vuav] (pp. 66, 4). 


37. (St. Marr. xxiv. 43-51; Sr. Luxe xii. 39, 40, 
42-46.) 


(43) ’"Exeivo dé yodonere, OTL et det 6 oixodear drys 
moia pudakn © KAérTngs EPXETALs eypnyopugev dv kat 
ovk dy elacey Stopux Oijvae THY olKiay aurov. _ [dua 
TOUTO Kal wmels yiverOe Ero.mol, OTL f OV doKetTe & pa o 
vios TOU avOpa7rov épxerat.] (45) rls dpa eoTW O 
misTos OovAos Kat pporipos, Ov KaTETTHCEV O KUptos émt 
Tis oikeTelas avTov Tov dovvat aitois Thy Tpodny ev 
Kaupe; (46) paKapios 0 dovA0s éxetvos Sv eAOwv 
KUpios aurov evpiioer olTws TowouvTa. (47) any devo 
vuiy Ott é€ml Tacw Tois Umdpxoucrty avTou Karas rice 
auTov. (48) éav de etn O [«axos] dovros € exeivos év TH 
Kapola avrob: (49) xportGet phov 0 KUPUOSs | Kat dpEnrau 
TUTTE TOUS TUYOOvAOUS aurovs eon de Kal mrivy mera 
TOV peQuovrors (50) Ee 6 KUplos Tov dovAou éxelvou 
ev mMEpa fy ov Torsone Kal ev Spq fh ov ywaonet, 
(51) Kal dixoT omijeret auTOV Kal TO Mépos QUTOU MET 
Tov vrokpitay Ojoe (p. 31). 


38. (Sr. Marr. x. 34, 35, 36; Sr. Luxe xii. 51, 53.) 


(34) Aoxetre, Ort jAOov Baretv etonvyv ext thy viv; 
ovK jr\Oov Bareiv etpnynv ana Maxaipay. (35) i Oov 
yap diXacrae dO pwmrov Kara TOU Tar pos avroo kat 
Ouyarépa KaTa Tis wnTpOs avTIs Kal vimepny KaTa Tis 
mevOepas adris. (86) [kat exOpot rod avOpdrov of 

3 A 9 ~ 
oixtaxolt avTou] (p. 85). 
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39. (Sr. Marr. v. 25, 26; Sr. Luxe xii. 58, 59.) 


(25) "Io eivooy ro avridikw cov Taxv ews drov & 
pet’ avTov ev Ty 60M" un TOTE Ge Tapad@ O avTidiKos 
TO KpITH Kat 6 KpITHS TO Urnpery, Kal els pudaKyy 
PAnOjon* (26) [aun] Aéyw cot, ov uy eZEAOns exter, 
éws dv amrodws Tov éoxarov Koo payTny (p. 54). 


40. (Sr. Marr. xiii. 31-33; Sr. Luxe xiii. 18-21.) 


(33) [kat wadw elrev'] Ti duowow Thy Bacirelar 

~ ~ ie , > A , a ~ 5 Te ee of 
Tov Oeov,; omola éoriv Cun, tv AaBotca yun evéx puvev 
> 9 , ’ ’ er ee , or : 
eis aAevpou cata Tpla, ews ov eCunbOy oAov. This 
r e , , A A! 
was most probably preceded by: rim duola éoriv 4 
Bacireia Tod Oeot, Kat Tin Omowdsow atriy,; duola éorlv 
A lal 
KOKK® olvaTews, dv AaBwv avOpwros eomepev ev TH 
> ~ 9 Lal A vy nS! , 3 , A 
aypp avrov, kai nvEnrev Kai yiverat (eis) dévdpov Kat 
Ta WETElVva TOU ovpavod KaTackyvoi év Trois KAddols 


avrov (p. 26). 


41. (Sr. Marr. vii. 13, 14; Sr. Luxe xiii. 24.) 
(13) Eicé\Oare dia ris orevis mUAns' Sti TAaTELA 
[4 mvAn | Kat eupvxwpos % Odds 4 amayoura els TH 
amw\erav, Kat ToAXol ciow of elrepxXomevar ov avriie. 
(14) drt orevy 4 Urn Kal TeOAuuevn 9 OOS F 
amayoura eis Thy Conv, Kal dryo eioly of evpic- 
kovres avtny (p. 67). 


42. (Sr. Marr. viii. 11, 12; Sr. Luxe xiii. 28, 29.) 

(11) Aéyo wiv, Ort ard dvarodev kal dug Lev 
HEovow Kat avaxAcOjoovrat mera "ABpaap kat “Ioaax 
kat laxw8 év ry Baotrela Tot Oeod: (12) of dé viot rH 
Bacireias éFehevcovrat [exBrnOjoovrar] ew: exe? Sora 
0 KAavOuds Kal 6 Bpvyuos ray dddvrwy (p. 77). 
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43. (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 37-39; Sr. Luxe xiii. 34, 35.) 


(37) ‘Tepovo adn, ‘Tepovoadiiu, 4 aTroKTelvouTa Tous 
mpoprras kat dGoBorotea Tous amerraduévous 7 pos 
auriiy, Toodkis n0€ANoO emovvaryaryeiy Ta TEKVA cov, 
ov Tpomov opus [emovvaryer] Ta voocla [avriis] v7 
Tas mrEpuyas, Kat ovk nOeAjoare* (38) tdov apierar 
vuiv Oo olkos Yay Epntios. (39) heyo [yap] v Upiv, OU MI} 
me Wyre ¢ an apr Ews ay [ig dre] elTnre’ evAoynMEevos 
0 €pXOMEvos év Ovom“arTt kuptov (p. 29). 


44, (Sr. Marr. xxiii. 12; Sr. Luxe xiv. 11.) 


(12) “Oors whoboe éavtoy rarewwbijceral, Kat 
oe , e oe 5 
Goris TaTeworet EavTov v\ywOnceTat (p. 29). 


45. (Sr. Marr. x. 37; Sr. Luxe xiv. 26.) 

(37) [O prov TaTépa i) MnTépa umép EME OUK COTW 
pov agwos* Kal 6 diray viov } Ouyarépa vrep eue ovK 
éorw pov agtos] (p. 85). 

46. (Sr. Mart. x. 38, Sr. Luxe xiv. 27.) 

(38) “Os od AapBaver Tov eravpov adTod Kal axodXov- 
Get dzricw mov, ovK érTw pov aéEtos (p. 86). 

47. (Sr. Marr. v. 13; Sr. Luxe xiv. 34, 35.) 


(13) Yuels éore TO dAas [ris vis" éav de 70 ddas 
popavOn, ¢ ev Tim dio Ojo er a; els ovdev loxver ert ef wy 
PrnOev &w catrarareicba v0 Tav avOpdrwy (p. 58). 


48. (Sr. Mart. xviii. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe xv. 4-7.) 
(12) Ti viv Soxei; eav yévyrai rn avOparw éxarov 
mpoBata Kai wAamOn ev e& avTar, ovx! adyoa Ta 
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évernkovTa evvea emt Ta épn Kat mopevbels Carel TO 
TAavduevov; (32); Kal eav yeurat evpeiy auTo, [aun] 
Aéyw viv, ort Xaépet em avT@ wadAov h et Tols éver7- 
KovTa évvéa Tois My TeTAGYNMEVOIS (p. 91). 


49. (Sr. Marr. vi. 24; Sr. Luxe xvi. 13.) 


(24) Ovdels dvvarau duot Kuptows Sovrevew" j 7H yap Tov 
eva marae Kal TOV eTepoy ayaricet, H €vos avOekerat 
Kal To érépou Karappovcet’ ov duvacbe bew SovAevery 
Kat Maywva (p. 4). 


50. (Sr. Marr. xi. 12, 13; Sr. Luxe xvi. 16.) 


(18) O: {mpopiras kat 6 vomos ews ’Iwavvou' amo 
TOTe ws apt. 7 BagiXeta tov Oeot BiaCerat, Kal 
Biacrai dpm aC ovary au-riy [vel : "Amo Trav “ime pay 
"Iwavvov &ws TA. raves yap of Tpopyrat Kat 6 
vonos ews ‘Iwavvov erpopyrevcar] (p. 15). 


51. (Sr. Marr. v. 18; Sr. Luxe xvi. 17.) 


8) [Away eyo vuiv], & ews av mapenOy 6 Oo ovpavos 
Kal 7 Yh, lara éy 4 pia Kepaia ov my mapéAOn amo 
TOU vouou (p. 53). 


52. (Sr. Marr. v. 32; Sr. Luxe xvi. 18.) 


(32) [Eye Neyo v uulv'] mas 0 croNvov THY yuvaica 
avrov roel airy moryevOjvat, Kat bs édv aTroNeAumevyy 
yaunon, morxarat (p. 54). 


53. (Sr. Marr. xviii. '7; Sr. Luxe xvii. 1.) 


(7) Avaryey eNOeiv Ta oxavdana, TANY oval TH 
avOpare, dv of TO cxavdadov % epxeTat (p. 28). 
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54. (Sr. Marr. xviii. 15, 21, 22; Sr. Luxe xvii. 3, 4.) 
(15) ’Eav apapricy 6 aderpos cou, éXeyEov adrov: 


éay cou akovon, exépdnoas Tov adeAov covn— — . . 
Tooakis apaprijoet els eue O adedds ov Kal adiow 
WTO ; Ews ewranis ; Aevyet aUT@ oO Ingots: ov Aéyw 
Tot €ws EwTaKis, GANA ws éBdoumovra é érra (p. 93). 


55. (Sr. Marr. xvii. 20°; Sr. Luxe xvii. 6.) 


A”) "Ea @ EXNTE TOT WS KOKKOV owarrews, épeire 
To Ope TOUTH® metaBa évOev éxei, kat meraByjoerat 


(p- 91). 


56. (Sr. Marr. xxiv. 26, 27, 28, 37-41; Sr. Luxe 
xvii. 23, 24, 37, 26, 27, $4, 35.) 

(26) ’Eay ody etrwowy viv: (ov év rh épnum érrir, 
py eEEAOn re" idov év Tots Tapetots, Ma ToT eVaNTE® 
(27) domep yap 7 dorpamn e&epxerae GTO avaroAay 
kat paiverar & ews OUTUOV, obrws éorau 7 mapovota TOU 
vio} Tov avOpemou' (28) drov éay 7] TO Tama, kei 
cuvaxOyjcovrat of aerol. 

(37) “Qomep at mpeepat rou Noe, obTws éorau 7 
mapovota TOU viov TOU avOparrou: (8) ws yap toay 
ev Tais mpg pais [éxetvaus] Tais 7 po TOU KaTaxAuc 00 
TpwyovTes Kal mivovTes, yauotvtTes Kat yapiCovres, 
ay pt fis npépas etahAOev N@e els tHv KiBwrov, (89) Kai 
ovK éyvocay ews frOev 6 KaTaKAvepOS Kal Hpev Aravras, 
ovTws eoTat } Tapovcia TOU viod Tov avOpdrov, 

(40) gcovra: dvo év TH aype, cis maparapBavera 
kat els aciera’ (41) dvo GAnPovaea ev TH pvAw, mia 
TapadauBaverat Kat ula adiera (p. 105). 

K 
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57. (St. Marr. x. 39; Sr. Luxe xvii. 33.) 
(39) ‘O evpwv [os éay epn] thy buxnv adbrod 
amoNéce avTiy, kat bs Gv amoXére [6 avroAécas] TH 
Vuxiv airod evpice airy (p. 86). 


58. (Sr. Marr. xxv. 29; Sr. Luxe xix. 26.) 


(29) To éXovTe [ravtt] SoOycerat Kat Tipe 
A A ° 
Ojoerat* Tov de wy ExovTos Kat O exer apOijoetae at 


avrou (p. 34). 


59. (Sr. Marr. xix. 28; Sr. Luxe xxii. 28, 30.) 


(28) ‘Yets of dkorovOjoavrés wor. . . xabloecbe 
>? A , , , A , \ a 
emt OwdeKa Opdvous KpivovTes Tous dwdeka guras TOU 


IopaijaA (p. 95). 


II.—Lineuistic CHARACTERISTICS 


Each of the three synoptists (St. Luke most 
markedly) possesses numerous verbal, stylistic, and 
grammatical peculiarities! even if the style of each 
be not distinctly formed and homogeneous. These 
sections which we have here separated away from 
their present context do not possess such marked 
characteristics. It is therefore impossible, or at 
least unsafe, to uphold their homogeneity upon 
grounds of vocabulary and style. 


1 The best discussion of these is found in Hawkins, ‘‘ Hora 
Synopticze” (1899), pp. 1 ff, 
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A.— VOCABULARY 


(1) VeErzs 


Apart from eva, we find in Q about 166 simple 
verbs (occurring in about 475 places) and about 82 
compound verbs (in about 168 places), namely :— 


ayarhiac Gar, 3 1 

dyarav, 6 (ter), 49 

aipew, 2, 56, 58 

aiteiv, 5, 28 (quin- 
quies) 

akoXovbeiv, 13, 17, 
(bis), 46, 59 

dxovew, 12 (bis), 
13, 14 (ter), 26 
(quater), 30, 344, 
54 


aAifew, 47 

dpapravew, 54 (bis) 

dpiOpeiv, 34% 

apkety, 10 

dpveia Oar 34° (bis) 

apmatev, 50 

apxer Oat (1), 14, 37 

dordterOar, 6, 2 
(bis) 

avr<«iv, 15 

avfdvev, 35, 40 

adavitev, 36 (bis) 

BardAcy, 1, 2, 13, 
35, 38 (bis), 39, 
AT 


1 The numbers here refer to the sections 


above, 


Bomrifey 1 (bis) 


| Bavavitev, 13 


Baorafev, 1, 20 

Biager Oat, 50 

BrEerewv, 8, 14, 26 
(bis) 

BovrAcrOan, 25 

Boexeer (6) 

yapeiv, 52, 56 

yapicew, 56 

yéperv, 33 (bis) 

yiver Oar, 2,6, 10, 23 
(bis), 25, 29, 30, 
37, 40, 48 (bis) 


ywookev, 11, 25 
(bis) 34%, 37 
(bis), 56 


ypaev, 2 (quater), 
14 


ypnyopetv, 37 
darpoviCer Oar, 29 
Savifer Gat, 5 
decxvvev, 2 
Scic Oar, 18 
Seopeverv, 33 
déxerOar, 22 (bis), 
24 (quater) 


diddoKewv (3) 

diddvar, 2, 5, 27, 28 
(ter), 30, 87, 58 

duxarovv, 15 

dix aCe, 38 

SixoTopety, 37 

dudkew, 3 (bis), 6, 
33 


Soxetv, 1, 37, 38, 
48 

SovAcvewv, 49 (bis) 

SivacGac 1, 348 
(bis), 35, 49 (bis) 

éav, 

eyyiCev, 16, 22 

eyeipewv, 1, 14 (bis), 
30 


eivat, vv. Il. 

eireiv, 1, 2 (quater), 
8, 8, 13 (quater 
vel ter), 14 (bis), 
17 (bis), 22, 25, 
30, 38, 34° (bis), 
34> (bis), 37, 40, 
43, 55, 56 

edéyxewv, 54 

epnpovv, 29 


of the text as given 


148 


épxerOat, 1 (bis), 
12 (bis), 13 (ter), 
14, 15 (bis), 20, 
29, 30, 33, 37, 
(ter) 38 “(ter), 
43, 58 (bis), 56 

éoOiewv, 15 (bis), 21, 
QOS 

ebayyediCer Oar, 14 

eAoyeiv, 43 

evvoeiv, 39 

eipicxev, 13, 28 
(bis), 29 (bis), 
37, 41, 48, 57 
(bis) 

éxev, 1, 6, 13, 15, 
17 (bis), 55, 58 
(ter) 

(nv, 2 

(ntetv, 28 (bis), 29, 

, 48 

{vpovy, 40 

qKew, 33, 37, 42, 43 

Odarrew, 17 (bis) 

Bavpdfev, 13 

Geto Oar, 14 

OéXew (eOédewv), 4, 
5, 7, 30, 33, 43 
(bis) 

OeweAvodv, 12 

Geparreverv, 13, 29 

Ocpifev, 35 

Onoavpifeyv, 36 (bis) 

OXriBewv, 41 

Opnvetv, 15 

iaoOat, 18 (bis vel 
semel) 

iSetv, 1, 14 (bis), 26 
(bis), 30, 43 

iordvat, 2 
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ioxvewv, 47 

kate, 31 

Kabapifew, 14, 33 

kadvrrev, 34 

keto Oat, 1 

Kepdalvev, 54 

Knptooew, 16, 344 

kuvety, 33 

KAéiewv, 33 

khérrewv, 36 (bis) 

kXivev, 17 

koAXAGo Bat, 22 

Koviayv, 33 

Komiav, 35 

Komrer Oat, 15 

Koopetv, 29 

kpive, 4, 8 (qua- 
ter), 59 

Kpovewv, 28 (bis) 

Kptrrew, 25, 34 

Aadeiv, 29 

AapBavew, 4, 28, 
40 (bis), 46 

Adprew, 31 

Aarpeverv, 2 

déyerv, 1 (bis), 2 
(bis), (3), 6, 11, 
12, 13 (quater), 
14 (bis), 15 (ter), 
16, 17 (bis), 18, 
22 (bis), 23, 26, 
29, 30, 33 (bis), 
348, 35, (ter), 37, 
39, 42, 43, 48, 
51, 54 (bis) 

AOoBorkiv, 43 

paptupety, 33 

peOdevv, 37 

perAXev, 1 

every, 21 
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pepiev, 29 
pepysvav,35(quater) 
petpety 8 (bis) 
pucetv, 49 
porxeverv, 52 (bis) 
pwpatvery, 47 
vnGew, 35 
vnorevev, 2 
odnyeiv, 9 
otda, 28, 33, 35, 37, 
39 
oixodopety, 12 (bis), 
33 


dporotv, 12 (bis), 
15, 40 (bis ?) 

dpoXoyeiv, 34° (bis) 

overdifew, 3 

opxeto Oar, 15 

mewvacew, 2 

mewvav, 3 

meipacerv, 2 (bis) 

méurew, 14 

revOeiv, 3 

mivew, 15 (bis), 21, 
35, 37, 56 

mwirreyv, 9, 12, 348 

murreverv (13), 56 

travaoGar, 48 (ter) 

mAnpovy, 33 

mee, 12 (ter) 

movetv, 1 (bis), 6 
(ter), 7 (bis), 11 
(ter), 12 (ter), 
13 (bis), 37, 52 

mopever Oar, 13 (bis), 
14 (bis), 16, 29, 
48 

mpodnteverv (50) 

mwA€iv, 34° 

pamifeuv, 4 


career, 14 
capoty, 29 
oxavdanifev, 14 
oKoprifey, 29 
oreipev, 35, 40 
otpedeny, 4 
gxoAdfev, 29 
tamewvovv, 44 (bis) 
tiOévat, 31, 37 


duguevvivar, 14, 35 
avaBAErew, 14 
dvayer Oar, 2 
dvakXivev, 42 
avatéAXew, 6 
avictavar, 30 
dvotyewv, 28 
dvtéxopar, 49 
dmayyéAXew, 14 
amdyewv, 41 (bis) 
amépxer Gar, 17 (bis) 
amobexatovv, 33 
arod.dovat, 39 
aroxaAvmrrety, 
(bis), 34* 
dstoxpiver Oat, 2, 13, 
14 
droxteivew, 33, 34° 
(bis), 43 
drohdvvat, 34°, 57 
(bis) 
drodvev, 52 (bis) 
dmopdccer Oat, 22 
amooréeAXew, 14, 19, 
24, 33, 43 
droatpeper Oat, 5 
dduevat, 2, 4, 8, 17, 
Q7 (bis), 33 (bis), 
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tpehe, 35 
tpwyew, 56 
Torre, 37 

bpodv, 23, 44 (bis) 
gpayetv, 35 (bis) 
gaiver Oat, 33, 56 
pepery, 11 

gevyev, 1 

pldavev, 29 


34> (bis), 43, 48, 
54, 56 (bis) 
SiaBAerecv, 8 
diaxaOapifev, 1 
Siadhéperv, 34°, 35 
Siépxer Oar, 29 
Svopvaceww, 36 (bis), 
37 


eiaépxer Oar, 12, 13 
(bis), 20, 22 (bis), 
29, 33 (ter), 41 
(bis) 

elopepewv, 27 

exPddAXdew, 8 (bis), 
18, 29 (ter), (42?) 

exkorrety, 1 

exrreipacerv, 2 

exxtvev, 33 

e€epxer Gar, 14 (ter), 
22, 29 (bis), 39, 
42, 56 (ter) 

eLvotdvia, 29 

eLoporoyeia Oat, 25 

éyxptrrev, 40 

ep Prerew, 35 

evovverv, 35 

evteAciv, 2 

érvdiddvat, 28 (bis) 
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prety (45) (bis) 
poetic bar, 34° (ter) 
povevewv, 33 (bis) 
opety, 14 

xatpew, 3, 48 
xoprafeyv, 3 
xpiicerv, 35 
xpovitev, 37 
Yevder Oar, 3 


eri(nreiv, 30, 35 
erOupetv, 26 
eT LOT PEPELY, 20, 29 
eruovvdyewv, 43 
eruTievar, 33 
erutperenv, 17 
KabiferOar (Kabn- 
aGat), 15, 59 
KaGirrdvat, 37 (bis) 
kata Paivew,12(bis), 
23 


KaTraKkavewv, 1 
kataxpivewy, 80 (bis) 
Katavoetv, 8 
KatopavOdvewv, 35 
Katamatetv, 47 
Katackevdfew, 14 
katackyvovy, 40 
Katappovelv, 49 
KaTouKketv, 29 
petaBaivecy, 55 (bis) 
petavoety, 23, 30 
Tapadiddvat, 25, 39 
Trapakadeiobat, 3, 
13 
ropaAdapBavev, 2 
(bis), 29, 56 (bis) 


mapatilevat, 22 
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mapépxerOat, 51|mpocredxerGar, 6 ovAXéyetv, 11 

(bis) mpookorrew, 2,12 |ovvdyev, 1, 29, 35, 
mapopoid (ev, 33 mpookuveiv, 2 (bis) ; 56 
repibdArXewv, 35 (bis) | rpoorirrev, 12 trdyewv (13) ; 
mepurareiv, 14, 33 |mpootiBévar, 35 |vmdpyewv (Partic.), 
mpocdokay, 14, 37 (bis) oT 
mporépxerOat, 13 |rpordwvetv, 15 trodeckvivat, 1, 121 

The numerical ratio of simple to compound verbs 
is of interest. They stand in the ratio of 100: 50— 
very nearly the same as that which holds in the 
Gospel of St. John and the Epistle of St. James.? In 
the Epistle of St. John the ratio of simple to com- 
pound verbs is actually 100:18; in the first Epistle 
of Peter, on the other hand, as 100:63; in the 
Epistle of St. Jude as 100 : 78, and in the Epistle to 
the Ephesians as 100:79. St. Luke has about 66 per 
cent. more compounds than St. Matthew, in which 
gospel the ratio is almost exactly the same as that in 
St. Mark. The relatively small number of compound 
verbs in Q (especially if one takes the total number of 
occurrences: 475 of simple verbs to 168 of compound) 
may be advanced as evidence of near relationship of 
this source to the Semitic.* The compounds are almost 

1 Of these eighty-two compound verbs, twenty-four are not found 
elsewhere in St. Matthew, namely: duquevydvar, dvdyeoOat, dvréyer- 
Bat, dmodexarodv, dmoudocerGat, SiaBrérev, Siaxabapltew, duepyerOat, 
Sioptocev, eloépxecGar, éxmeipdvew, ekiordvar, eyxpimrew, émididdvay, 
karawavidvew, KaTavoe, KaTackevdfew, mapomodfev, mpocdoKay, mpoo- 
kérrew, mpoomlrrew, mpoorOévat, mporpwvetv, vrodeKvivat. 

* In St. John there are about 209 simple verbs to 100 compound ; 
in St. James, 126 simple to 64 compound. In St. John, however, 
it must be observed that a particular simple verb occurs much 
more frequently than a particular compound verb. 

3 The rare use of compound verbs in St. John admits of a similar 


explanation ; though here a conscious literary purpose must also be 
taken into account. 
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always verbs of the most common description !— 
indeed the majority of them are those in which the 
preposition has kept its elementary local significance, 
or those which are no longer felt to be compounds. 
The only compound verbs that are at all characteristic 
are d:aBAérew in 8, dvacabapiCew in... Ovopvoce in 
36 and 37 (vide Job xxiv. 16; Exod. xxii. 2; Jer. ii. 
34), emiCnrely in 30 and 35, éu@rérew in 35, ™poc- 
aixrew in 12. Compounds with vzép and zp are 
entirely absent. ‘The simple verbs also are practically 
always verbs in common use; the only exceptions are 
dcxaCe (38; wanting in the LXX), dcyotomeiy (37 ; 
only here in the New Testament—cf. Exod. xxix. 17), 
covacba (33, of Acts xxiii. 3), capotcOa (29, of. St. 
Luke xy. 8, a later form of caiper Oat). We can dis- 
cover scarcely any instances of constant use of, or 
of prejudice in favour of, particular verbs. Of the 
eighty-two compounds only twenty-five occur in more 
than one passage (v2. appievviyat, ATOKAAUTTELW, aTO- 
kpiver Oat; ATOKTELVEWs ATOAAUVAl, ATOTTEAAEL, aptévat, 
dvapépeny, dvoptacety, elaépxer Oat; ex Padre, eEépxer Oat, 
ETUC TEL; ETT T PEPE cabiCer Oat, kataPaivev, peTa- 
VOELVs Trapac.ovat, Tapaxadeia Oat, mrapahauBaveuw; 
TEPLTATELVs 7 poo SoKay, T POTKOTTELWs cuvayelv, vTo- 
dexvvvat); here the only important trait is the 
repetition of diadépew, diopiccev, but especially of 
apiévat. Of the 166 simple verbs only fifty-one are 
found in more than one passage (v2z. ayaTay; aie, 
aireiy, akoAovbely, akovew, apxer Oa, armacer Oa, 
avEavety, Barre, BacraCey, Prérewv, yapelv, yiver Oat, 


1 A double compound is only once found (in 43: émiouvdryew) ; but, 
as will be shown, in a quotation. 
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ywookety, ypahenv, dexer Aan, diddva, Subkew, Soxety, 
dvvacbat, ey yiCety, évyelpe, etreiv, epxer Oat, ec Blew, 
evpiakety, exe; Cnreiv, yew, Oérev, Deparrevew, idetv, 
xabapiCer, KnpUTo ely, Kpivety, kpurTew, AauBavew, 
Aéyew, oda, olkodopety, OMOLOUY, Tivety, wlrTew [mris- 
Tevev], sroreiy, Tropever Oat, oTreipely, 7 Oévat, vvyour, 
paiverOa, yxaipev); none of these (except perhaps 
éyelpety in 1, 14, 30, the redundant apxer bat in [1] 
14, 37, axorXovbeiv, acraCer Oar, BarXrewv and doxeiv) 
is characteristic. That our sixty sections form an 
homogeneous whole does not therefore admit of 
stringent proof based upon an investigation of the 
character of the verbs both simple and compound. 


(2) Sussrantives AND ADJECTIVES 

What has been said of the verbs also holds good 
for the substantives and adjectives: these also scarcely 
form a basis for the conclusion that the sections are 
homogeneous. Remarkable words and phrases are 
exceedingly rare, and these as a rule occur each only 
once. Yet attention may perhaps be drawn to the 
following: Ilacas ray Baotdelas Tod KOTMOU Kal Thy 
ddfav avréy (2) and Zorouwy év racy Ty d0&y adrou 
(35); tas Bacirelas tov Kdomov (2) and ta ym row 
koonou (35); “loaf” and «stone” in 2 and 28; azroOnxy 
in 1 and 35; avaroX} and dvewoi in 42 and 56; the 
frequent occurrence of the word Bacirela; the use 
of yevea in 15, 80, 33, of dévdpov in 1, 11, and 40, of 
Sovros in 10 and 37, of n epnuos in 2, 14, and 56, of 6 
px omevos in 1, 14, and 43, of "Ioparjr in 13 and 59, 
of kréarrys (together with dvopiacety) in 86 and 37, of 
of OyXor in (1) 14 and Q9, of meptccov in 6 and 14, 
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of Ta mereva TOU ovpavov in 17, 35, and 40, of ziotis 
(13, 55: different degrees of faith), of copia in 15, 
30, and (33), of reAwyys in 6 and 15, of VTOKPLTHS in 
8 and 37. <A noteworthy trait is the great number 
of adjectives used as substantives. This finds an 
explanation in the fact that the original was Semitic. 
Proper names are of very scanty occurrence (Abel, 
Abraham, Jacob, Jonas, Isaac, Israel, Ninevites, Noah, 
Solomon, Zacharias, John [the Baptist], Pharisees, 
Beelzebub, Mammon; Bethsaida, Chorazin, Gomorrha, 
Jerusalem, Jordan, Capernaum, Sidon, Sodom). Not 
one of the disciples of our Lord is mentioned by name, not 
even St. Peter; by accident also the name of pabytal 
for them is wanting in the text preserved for us 
(except in one passage 10; in 14 the word does not refer 
to disciples of our Lord)—this, however, is only acci- 
dental: numerous passages refer to them, and in 59 
we are told of twelve thrones for the followers of Jesus. 
The concept “of axoAovOovrTes” (akoAovOeiv) is of great 
import in Q (13, 17, 46, 59). The term 6 Xpicrds 
for our Lord is found only once (14). In regard to 
the title 6 «vpios as applied to our Lord, it is not 
quite certain whether St. Matt. vii. 21 (St. Luke vi. 
46) stood in Q; but in this context it has no more 
significance than the KUple in the mouth of the cen- 
turion (in 13); Q itself never calls our Lord “6 KUQLOS,” 
its designation for Him is simply “Jesus” (vide 2 
[13], 17, and 54). In regard to the adjectives, by far 
the most noteworthy feature is the use of aktos (1, 20, 
21, 45, 46), of MaKapLos (3, 14, 26, 37), of 6Aos (32, 40), 
of zodvs (3, 18, with picOds and with Oepirpos), and 
of Trowpos (11, 28, 29, 30, 32). 
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The following is a complete list of the substantives 


and adjectives :— 


"ABedA, 33) 

’"ABpadu, 1 (bis), 42 

dyad, Ta, 28 (bis) 

aya6oi, ot, 6 

dyaravres, of, 6 

dyyeAou, 2, 14, 34 
(bis) 


adeAdds, 6, 8 (ter), 
54 (ter) 

gos, 23 

adukou, ot (6) 

detdos, 56 

aiua, 33 (quater) 

axabapria, 33 

axdv@at, 11 

akpacia, 33 

dXas, 47 (bis) 

dAevpov, 40 

drwy, 1 

ahorné, 17 

dpaptwords, 6, 15 

dpos, 12 

avaykn, 53 

avdravots, 29 

avatoAn, 42, 56 

dvepos, 12 (bis), 14 

avnbov, 33 

avyp, 12 (bis), 30 

avOpwros, 2, 7, 18, 
14, 15 (bis), 17, 
28, 29 (bis), 30, 
33 (ter), 34° (ter), 

38 (bis), (40), 47, 

Sos 


? 


dvri8ixos, 39 (bis) 

agivn, 1 

droOykn, 1, 35 

ardheva, 41 

aprayn, 33 

dptos, 2 (bis), 27, 
28 


doodpiov, 348 
dotpary, 56 
axvpov, 1 
BadAdyriov, 20 
Barricpa, 1 
Barrirrys (14) 
Baptrepa, rd, 33 
Bacrrcia, 2, 12, 14, 
16, 29 (bis), 33, 
35, 40 (bis?), 42 
(bis), 50 
Bacrreds, 14 (26) 
Bacitwooa, 30 
BeeAeBovrA, 29 
ByOcadav, 23 


Brats, 50 

BdOvvov, 9 

Bpoxy, 12 (bis) 

Bpvypds, 42 

Bpaois, 36 (bis) 

yéeevva, 348 

yeved, 15, 30 (qua- 
ter), 33 

yévynpa, 1 

yevvntos, 6, 14 

yi, 22, 25, 30, 38, 
344, 36, 38 (47), 
51 


E opdppa, 22 


ypapparets, 33 
yuv7n, 14, 40, 52 
darydoviov, 15, 
(bis) 
daxtvros, 33 
dévSporv, 1 (bis), 11 
(quinquies), 40 
Serpwripiov, 14 
dudBoros, 2 (bis) 
didaoKaXos, 10 (bis) 
Sixavor, ot (6) 
didKovtes, of, 6 
doxds, 8 (ter) 
ddpua (28) 
Sdéa, 2, 35 
dovAos, 10 (bis), 13, 
37 (quater) 
Svvapus, 23 
dvopds, 42, 56 
bWdexa, of (indi- 
rectly), 59 
dOpa, 344 
eOvixot, ot, 6 
€Ovos, 35 
elpyvn, 20 (bis), 38 
(bis) 


29 


éxaTdvTapxos, 13 
(ter vel bis) 

éXeos, 33 

évdupa, 35 (bis) 

éfovoia, 13 

e£wOev, 76, 33 

épyarys, 18 (bis), 21 

epyov, 14 

cpnpos, mh, 2, 14, 
56 


épxopevos, 6, 1, 14, 
43 


eryata, Ta, 29 

evookia, 25 

€xOpoi, ot, 6 (38) 

exidvy, 1 

Zaxapias, 33 

(pn, 40 

(orf, 41 

ndvorpov, 33 

nAtkia, 35 

HAvos, 6 

Hpépa, 2, 22, 23, 33, 
37 (50), 56 (ter) 

Pernpa, 12 

eds, 1, 2 (bis) 12, 
14, 16, 29 (bis), 
33 (bis), 34% (ter), 
35 (bis), 40 (bis?), 
42, 49, 50 

Gepirpos, 18 (ter) 

Oncavpés, 36 (ter) 

Opié, 34% 

- Opdvos, 59 

Bvydrnp, 38 (45) 

Ovavacrnprov, 33 

TaxwB, 42 

iepov, Td, 2 

‘Iepovoadyjp, 2, 43 
(bis) 

Incots, 2 (ter) (13), 

, od 

ipdrov, 4 

*Topdavys, 1 

Toadk, 42 

Topand, 13, 59 

ixGvs, 28 

Twvas, 30 (quater) 

’Twdavvns, 1, 14 (qua- 
ter), 15, 50 
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iata, 51 
Katpos, 25, 37 
KdAapos, 14 
Kapdia, 36, 37 
kaprdos, 1 (bis), 11 
(quinquies) 
Kappos, & (ter) 
KaTaKkAvo pOs, 
(bis) 
KatacKyvecs, 17 
Kadapvaotp, 13, 23 
kepaia, 51 
Kepady, 17, 34% 
Kypvypa, 30 
KiBwrds, 56 
KAd6os, 40 
kAavOpds, 42 
khertys, 36 (bis), 
37 


56 


KAiBavos, 35 

Kowvwvol, ol, 33 

Koxkos, 40, 55 

KodpavTns, 39 

KoviopTos, 22 

Kopa&, 35 (?) 

Koopos, 2, 35 

Kpipa, 8 

Kptvov, 35 

kpiots, 22, 23, 30 
(bis), 33 

KpiT7s, 29, 39 (bis) 

Kvpuvov, 33 

Kvptos, 2 (bis), 10 
(bis), 12 (bis), 13 
(bis), 18, 25, 37 
(quater), 43, 49 

kudos, 6, 14, 29 
(bis) 

Aempds, 0, 14 

didos, 1, 2 (bis), 28 
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Aéyos, 12 (bis), 13, 
34> 


AvKos, 19 

Avyxvia, 31 

Adyxvos, 31, 32 

pabyryis, 10 (bis), 
14 (18) 

padrakd, Td, 14 (bis) 

papwvas, 49 

pdxatpo., 38 

Hépos, 37 

péoov (19) 

peravowa, 1 (bis) 

pétpov, 8, 33 

parnp, 38 (45) 

purkpoTepos, 0, 14 

pio bés, 3, 6 

pdd.os, 31 

porov, 56 

vaos, 33 

vexpos, 0, 
(bis) 

viros, 6, 25 

Nuveveitys, 30 (bis) 

vopos, 33, 50, 51 

voooia, Ta, 43 

votos, 30 

vipdy, 38 

Noe, 56 (bis) 

636s, 14, 20, 39, 41 
(bis) 

ddovs, 42 

oixeteia, 37 

oixia, 12 (quater), 
13, 20 (bis), 21, 
31, 37 

oixuakds (38) 

oikoder Torys, 37 

oixos, 14, 29, 43 

oivorétys, 15 


{ely 
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dALyorioTos, 6, 35 

évopa., 43 

opyis 1 

pvis, 43 

8pos, 2, 48, 55 

ooréov, 33 

ovpavol, 3, 36 

ovpavés, 17, 23, 25, 
28 (35), 40, 51 

ots, 26, 34 

operrerns, 27 

opeiAnua, 27 

opOarpds, 8 (sex), 
26, 32 (ter) 

opis, 28 

dxAou, 1 (3), 14, 29 

madiov, 15 

mais, 13 (ter vel bis) 

mapaAutiKos, 6, 13 

mapovoia, 56 (ter) 

Tapo is, 33 

matip, 1, 6 (bis), 12, 
17, 25 (quater), 
27, 28, 33 (bis), 
35, 88 (45) 

TewavTes, ot, 3 

metpacwv, 6, 2 

Teipacpds, 27 

tevOepa, 38 

mevOovvres, ot, 3 

Tépata, Td, 30 

Tepuradyv, 76, 6, 14 

Tepixwpos, 7, 1 

merTewd, Ta, 17 (35), 
40 


métTpa, 12 (bis) 
7Hhpa, 20 
THXVS, 35 
miotis, 18, 55 
mXareia, 22 
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mvedpa (1), 2, 29 
[of evil spirits: 
29 bis]; 7d dysov, 
34> 


wodis, 22 (quater) 

Tovypot, ot, 6 

Tovnpov, To, 3 

Totapos, 12 (bis) 

ToTHpiov, 33 

Tovs, 2, 22 

mpoBatov, 19, 48 

mpdcwrov, 14 

mpopytyns, 38, 14 
(bis), 26, 33 (ter), 
43, 50 

TpOTa, Ta, 29 

TTEpvytov, 2 

TTEpvé, 43 

aTvov, 1 

Tropa, 56 

TT@CLS, 12 

TTwX6s, 6, 8, 14 

mtn, 41 (bis vel 
ter 

mvp, 1 (ter) 

pita, 1 

odkkos, 23 

odtov, 40 

onpetov, 30 (quinq.) 

ojs, 36 (bis) 

ciayov, 4 

Liddy, 23 (bis) 

civamt, 40, 55 

citos, 1 

oKxdvdadov, 53 (bis) 

oKoTia, 348 

oKoTos, $2 (bis) 

XdSopua, 22 

Zohopay, 
35 


copia, 15, 30 

Zodia, 33 

codes, 6, 25, 33 

a7odds, 23 

aravpos, 46 

oragvay, 11 

oreyn, 18 

orpatidtys, 13 

otpovdiov, 34% (bis) 

ovxKov, 11 

otvSovrAos, 37 

cuvertos, 6, 25 

copa, 32 (ter), 34 
(bis), 35 (bis) 

tapeiov, 56 

Tagos, 33 (ter) 

téxvov, 1, 15, 28, 
43 

teAXavys, 6, 15 

Toros, 29 

TpiBoros, 11 

Tpomos, 43 

Tpopy, 21, 35, 37 

Tvpos, 23 (bis) 

tupdrds, 6, 9 (bis), 
14 


vdwp, 1 
viol 7, 
42 
vids, 6, 29, 33 (45) 
vids 7, dvOpirrov, 15, 
17, 30 (348), 34> 
(37), 56 (ter) 

vids 7. Geod, 2 (bis), 
25 


BaciAetas, 


imdpyovta, td, 37 
brnperns, 39 
brddnpua, 1, 20 


30 (bis), | droxpuris, 8, 37 


pdyos, 15 
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Papicaior, 33 (qua-| Pwrcds, 17 


ter) pas, 32, 344 
piros, 6, 15 xelp, 1, 2 
popriov, 33 xerdv, 4 
gvraky, 37, 39 Xopafeiv, 23 
gvdy, 59 x6ptos, 35 
dyads, 11 (bis) €rouos, 37 
dyvos (1), 34> evpvxwpos, 41 
adnXos, 33 ixavos, 1, 13 
a&xaGaptos, 29 iaxupds, 1 
avextés, 22, 23 Kakds (37 
avvdpos, 29 kadés, 1, 11 (bis) 


G£vos, 1, 20 (bis), 21 | kpumrds, 344 
(45) (bis), 46 paxdpios, 3(quater), 
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Xpurrds, 14 

xXwAds, 6, 14 

Yuxy, 34° (bis), 35 
(bis), 57 (bis) 

dpos, 33 

dpa. (13) (37), 87 


murrTos, 37 

mAatis, 41 

moAds [1], 3, 18, 26, 
30 (bis), 344, 35 
(bis), 41 

movnpos, 11 (bis), 
28, 29, 30, 32 

campds, 11 (bis) 


amAovs, 32 14, 26, 37 oKotevds, 32 
dpxetds, 10 péyas, 12, 14 (bis) | orevds, 41 (bis) 
ao Beoros, 1 porxaAis, 30 Taxv, 39 
Bapis, 33 (bis) vexpos, 33 tyros, 2 
Sevvas, 13 oixtippwv, 6 (bis) | ppdvipos, 37 
SeEuds, 4 dXrlyos, 18, 41 pwrteivds, 32 
értovovos, 27 dXos, 32 (bis), 40 | xelpwr, 29 
épynpos, 43 dpotos, 12 (bis), 40 | dpaitos, 33 
érxatos, 39 (ter ?) 


The simplicity and homogeneity of the vocabulary does 
seem to me to incline the balance in favour of the unity 


of Q. 


(3) Preprosirions 


Among the prepositions rapa, vy, and évaémov 
are wanting (in place of the latter ¢urpocOey is 
used seven times); the prepositions of most fre- 
quent occurrence are éy (about fifty-nine times, and 
with the most varied significance), then ézi (about 
twenty-eight times) and eis (about twenty-eight 
times), also awd (sixteen times), é« (thirteen times). 
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We observe at once the Semitic original. Of rarer 
occurrence are dia, éws, wera (only in the sense of 
“with ”), and wo (eight, nine, nine, and ten times 
respectively). Kara is found only seven times 
(always with the genitive in the sense of « against”; 
the occurrence with the accusative in section 20 is 
uncertain), pos and Umrép five times, mept only four 
times, zpé three times, ax pt, meTaku, avev, o7icw each 
only once. 

The absence of Tapa and ovy is important; for 
mapa is found elsewhere in St. Matthew eighteen to 
twenty times (and indeed with all its three cases), 
in St. Luke twenty-nine to thirty times; oy is 
found elsewhere in St. Matthew two to three times, 
and in St. Luke twenty-four to twenty-six times. 
In the absence of the preposition Tapa we may 
clearly recognise a distinct characteristic of Q2— 
There are a few cases of construction with the 
article and a preposition in a substantival or 
adjectival sense. 


1 ws also occurs as a conjunction six times (vide 39: dws oTou, 
39, 43, 51: ews dv, 40: kws 05, 56: ws #AGev). ’Ard is also found 
with particles—dzd rére, 50 [rére also again in 8 and 29], dm’ pri, 43. 

* Ilapd is found with all three cases in St. Mark; in St. John it 
frequently occurs with the genitive and dative, but is wanting with 
the accusative. We should have an instance of occurrence in Q if 
it were permissible to regard the text of 21 as simply that of Q; 
but we have not authority for this, seeing that there is no parallel 
in St. Matthew. 

® Of. 3: of mpd tuadv, 28: 6 e€ otpavod, 31: ol ev 7H olkla, 832: 7d ép 
gol (21: ra map’ airay), 
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B.—GRAMMAR AND STYLE 


Sentences in Q are most frequently connected 
by means of cai (as in Semitic languages);1 dé, as 
compared with «ai, falls very much into the back- 
ground—it is indeed found scarcely thirty times 
(uév . . . dé only thrice in 1, 18, and 33). Neither 
can we speak of yap as of frequent occurrence (about 
twenty times, Kai yap in 13). ’Eay is twice as 
frequent as e. The latter is found only about 
ten times® (2 [bis]: ef vids ef Tov Oeot, etré tva vel 
Bare. 28: e& oldate ayaba diddva Tois Téxvors, 
mToow padrov 6 waTnp dace. 29 [bis]: ef év Beed- 
CeBounr éxBadrAw, of viol év Tim ékBaddrovow; e ev 
mvevatt Ocod ékBarrdw, apa épOacer, 32: ef TO 
pas oKdTos éoriv, TO skdTos TOcoV ; 35: e &v aypH 

A Uf e \ yw , b) lal la 
Tov xopTtov Oo Oeos audievvvow, ov mod\AW pao 
eon 7 9 , Cte € , , 
upas; 23: e év Tvpw éyévovro ai dvvdues, wadat 
dv petevontay, 33. e& tucOa ev Tails nuepas Tov 

, ? ” yx a) BY 5 9 HO G ¢€ ny 4 
Tarépwv, oux dv nueba, : el WOEl O OlKodEamToTNS 
mola puday 6 KAérrys EpxeTat, eypnyopynoey ay Kat 
ovx dy etacev). Besides the four instances just quoted, 
ay occurs again in sections 14, 34°, 52, 57 (ds ay), 
25 (6 ay), 89, 48, 51 (ws av), 56 (d7ov av).4 The 

1 Of. e.g. sections 12 and 13, Also kal with the apodosis is not 
rare—vide e.g. sections 13, 35. 

2 Of is found about a dozen times—ef. 1 (with imperative), 1, 6 
(with the imperative future), 12, 18, 28, 32 [b7s], 34% [b¢s, but one 
of these is doubtful], 35 (with imperative), 56. Ac& rodro occurs in 
sections 29, 33, 35 (37). 

3 Also é& mq (=except) three times (vide 25, 30, 47); and mAjpy 
(23, 53). 

4 Section 22 is doubtful: els jv dy. “Orayv is found only twice 
(3 and 29), ére never (for in 43 it is very doubtful), 
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particle re is never found, nor in consequence Te... 
kai, while they occur both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. Ovudé occurs about ten times, ore . . . ovTe 
once (36), uydé once (35), wire . . . pare once (15), 
once also the interrogative pyri (11), od uy thrice 
(39, 43, 51), # . . . # once (49). 

Temporal clauses with ws are entirely absent ;1 in 
their place we have simple participial clauses; the 
genitive absolute is found only once (14), not in a 
saying of our Lord but in a descriptive passage 
(rovTwy ‘Topevoudvwy).  Participial constructions, 
both with a temporal significance and as a substitute 
for relative clauses, are extraordinarily frequent— 
moreover, several participles (co-ordinated or sub- 
ordinated) are found in conjunction. However, the 
construction of etva: with the participle, so common 
with St. Luke, ts very rare; I have only found it 
in section 56. 

So far as I see, the accusative with infinitive occurs 
only once (53). 

Final clauses are often expressed by the simple 
infinitive (vide, 2, 14 [ter], 37 [here with the genitive 
of the article], 38 [ter], 47); ta and Szws are not 
frequent. The former is only found in the following 
combinations: ef7é ta of NiOor aoro yevovrat (2), 


1 Qs throughout =‘ just as,” vide 6, 10 (13), 27 (ds wal), 33, 35, 56; 
ef. éorep in 30 and 56 [bis]; xa@ds is wanting. "Ov rpdrov is found 
once (43). Otrws is used in the apodosis, vide 7 (rdvra boa éay 
Gédnre . « . obrws moleire), 30, 56 [ter] in the connection eomep 
(s) . . . ovrws, also in the principal sentence in 3, 11, 37.—Oors 
is also found a few times (4, 12 [dis], 33, 34 [bis], 44 [bis]).—’Orou 
also occurs a few times (also in the sense of ‘whither ”), wide 17, 
36, 56 (followed by éxe? in 36 and 56; éxe? also occurs in 55). 
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dca éav OéAnte Wa Toioow vmiv of avOpwrot (7), 
an Kpivete a pn KpiOire (8), apxerov TH maOnTy 
e , € e , 5) SUNS ie: N eo 
wa yevntar ws 6 didacKados (10), ovk eiui tkavos tva 
jeov UTO THY eréyny eicédXOne (18; but in section 1 
ixavos is combined with the infinitive). The third 
passage alone answers to the classical use, “Ova 
occurs only three times (6: dOrws yévycbe viol 

aA , , lol , 4 e tr 
téu matpos, 18: denOnTe Tov kuptov Omws éxBary 
épyatas, 33: Srrws Oy ep’ vuas wav aiua). My, 
in the sense of “ne,” is found only in a quotation 
from the LXX (2) and in section 39 (and, moreover, 
in both cases in the combination «7 wore). 

Clauses introduced by 67: (in the sense of « that,” 
“for,” and because”) are frequent; they are found 
about thirty-three times, and present no remarkable 
feature. “Qore, in the sense of “‘itague,” is found 
once (33); on the other hand, wore consecutive is 
probably altogether wanting, for its occurrence in 
section 29 is doubtful. The various constructions with 
yivouat, which are so usual in St. Luke and are also 
found in St. Matthew, are likewise entirely absent. 
This is of importance. A redundant yiverOa occurs 
only once (48: éay yévnrat evpeiv). 

One characteristic of these sections is the copious 
use that is made of interrogative sentences” (with or 
without interrogative particles) *; cf 1, 6, 8, 11 (12), 

1 Otherwise the use of particles presents no point of special 
interest. We find d)\dd (12, 13, 14 [bis], 31, 38, 54; here the use 
in 14 is alone noteworthy), éujv (14, 26, 33, 37, 39, 48), dpa (29, 37), 
Hn (1), vat (14, 25), vOv (33), &. 

2 The frequent use of the future with a significance of continuity 
is also to be noticed. 

3 Vide rds, 8, 35; room padrdov, 28; od oddAg maArov, 36 [uGAov 
also again in 34%, 35, 48]; moodxis, 43, 54; 4, 28, 35, &. 

L 


162 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


14, 15 (17), 23, 28, 29, 32, 34°, 35, 37, 38, 40 (43), 
47, 48, 54. These interrogative sentences give the 
discourses a certain individuality, to which the not 
unfrequent employment of parataxis and of parallelis- 
mus membrorum lends a further distinctive trait. Nota 
few of the sayings are conceived in this simple artistic 
form. Taken together, the stylistic expedients which 
are employed impress upon the sayings a stamp of 
homogeneity. Use is not often made of the historic 
present (vide 2, 13, 17, 18, 40, 55). The imperfect 
is practically never found (yet see 29, 30); the opta- 
tive is absolutely wanting. The frequent use of the 
redundant personal pronoun and of the superfluous 
avrds in its oblique cases (more than 100 times) is 
characteristic. Both traits are Semitic. Lastly, we 
might adduce a by no means small number of un- 
classical constructions occurring in the majority of 
the sections, some of which may likewise be due to 
the influence of Semitic idiom, such as those we have 
already noticed above in the case of wa, but to 
mention them in detail would lead us too far (vide 
e(ré Adyw and similar phrases). 

All these characteristics taken together, and espe- 
cially the negative characteristics, give to the sections, 
or at least to the great majority of them, a certain 
individuality, and distinguish them from the style 
of St. Mark, of St. Matthew, and of St. Luke. We 
cannot give a convincing proof of their unity from 
the results of investigation into their vocabulary and 
style; and yet—especially if it is considered how diffe- 
rent and various is the content of these sections— 
it must be acknowledged that there is in them a 
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certain unity of grammatical and stylistic character 
and colouring. 


IJl.—Tue Format CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 
SUBJECT-MATTER 


The sixty sections (34 is a double section) which 
we have obtained as the result of our analysis con- 
sist of seven narratives, eleven (twelve) parables (and 
similes), thirteen groups of sayings, and twenty-nine 
single sayings of smaller or greater length. 

The seven narratives comprise the Temptation 
story (2), the narrative concerning the centurion at 
Capernaum (13), the question sent by St. John from 
his prison and the answer of our Lord (14), the story 
of one who declared himself ready to follow Jesus, 
and of one who desired first to bury his father (17), 
the cure of a demoniac and the Beelzebub controversy 
(29), the demand for a sign, together with our Lord’s 
answer (30), and the question how often one ought 
to forgive, together with our Lord’s command (54). 
There are thus only two stories of miracles (and these 
miracles of healing) in Q—one a very notable miracle, 
a cure wrought at a distance. The introduction to 
some of these stories may have been longer in Q, but 
we have no means of settling this point. Nor can 
we at once discover any motive for the choice of just 
these seven stories; they have nothing in common 
with one another. It is important that (in 23) the 
towns Chorazin, Bethsaida, and especially Capernaum, 
appear as the chief scenes of our Lord’s ministry 
(concerning Jerusalem in 43 vide infra). An equally 
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important point is the strong emphasis laid upon the 
significance of St. John the Baptist. The discourse 
concerning him, which was suggested by his doubting 
question and which is continued in 15, is preceded by 
an account of his preaching of a baptism of repent- 
ance (1), and is followed by the testimony (50) that 
with him closes the epoch of the Law and the 
Prophets. No mention is made of the disciples of 
our Lord in these stories. 

Q includes the following parables and similitudes: 
the Blind leaders of the blind (9), the Good and 
corrupt tree (11), the House on the rock and on 
the sand (12), the Querulous children at play (15), 
the Sheep and the wolves (19), the Light under the 
bushel (31), the Thief by night and the Faithful and 
unfaithful steward (37), Concerning the correct 
behaviour to the adversary (39), the Leaven and the 
Mustard seed (40), the Strait gate and the narrow 
way (41), the Lost sheep (48). Eight of these 
parables have an individual address without any 
closer definition—only two refer to the Kingdom of 
God, one to the present generation (15), and one to 
the disciples (19). This preponderance of the indi- 
vidual address is noteworthy, and it is also noteworthy 
that the two parables concerning the Kingdom of 
God are not eschatological, and are closely connected 
together (vide infra). The parables in sections 12, 
37, 89 (41) close with an outlook towards the 
end. Without anticipating a closer critical exami- 
nation, a cursory glance suffices to inform us that 
the parables bear the impress of genuineness in a 
high degree. 
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The thirteen collections of sayings (discourses) 
may be grouped in regard to subject-matter as fol- 
lows: The discourse of the Baptist, together with 
the reference to the Coming One (1); the Beati- 
tudes (3); Love for enemies (6); against Judging, 
mote and beam (8); the Lord’s Prayer and the 
power of Prayer (27, 28); Fear not, be not anxious, 
lay not up treasure (34°, 35, 36); The great thanks- 
giving to the Father (25); The great denunciation 
of the scribes and Pharisees (33); Not peace but a 
sword (38); False Messiahs, the Parousia of the 
Son of Man (56).—In judging of Q it is specially 
important to note that this source also contains a 
sermon of the Baptist, and further, that formal 
teaching concerning the better righteousness, and 
that exact directions concerning prayer, fasting, and 
almsgiving, are wanting, although an ethical code is 
imparted in sections 3, 6, 8, 27, 28, 34°, 35, 36. In 
the discourses concerning our Lord’s relationship to the 
Father, concerning His attitude towards the scribes and 
Pharisees and towards the world, and in the discourse 
concerning the Parousia, the most important relation- 
ships ad extra are dealt with, except the relationship 
to the Baptist, which has been explained in the narra- 
tive section 14 (and also beforehand in section 1). 

The twenty-nine shorter or longer sayings are less 
varied in content, as appears at the first glance ; 
many of them may be regarded with more or less 
probability as parts of discourses in Q, the restora- 
tion of which must however remain problematical ; in 


1 Besides these, it is very probable that sections 16 and 18-24 
belong to one discourse. 
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the case of others, it is possible at once to recognise 
that they are either related to one another or depend 
upon the larger groups of sayings. Nine of the 
sayings in subject-matter, and perhaps also in form, 
belong to the ethical code—namely, sections 4 (The 
blow upon the cheek, non-resistance when the coat 
is taken away), 5 (Give to him that asketh), 7 (The 
Golden Rule), 32 (The light of the body is the eye), 
44 (He that exalteth himself), 49 (No man can serve 
two masters), 57 (He that findeth his life), 58 (Who- 
soever hath to him shall be given), 52 (Against 
divorce).—Fifteen sayings belong together as special 
directions and promises to the disciples—namely, 10 
(The disciple is not above his master), 16 (Proclaim 
that the Kingdom of God is at hand), 18 (The 
harvest is great, the labourers few), 19 (I send you 
forth as sheep), 20, 21 (Conduct of the mission from 
house to house), 22, 23 (The mission in the cities, 
sayings concerning the Galilean cities), 24 (He that 
receiveth you receiveth me), 26 (Blessed are your eyes 
and your ears), 55 (The faith which removes moun- 
tains), 45 (He that loveth father or mother), 46 (The 
bearing of the Cross), 47 (Ye are the salt of the 
earth), 59 (Ye will sit upon twelve thrones). Of the 
still remaining sayings, section 50 (The Law and the 
Prophets until John) connects with the narrative of 
section 14; the saying concerning J erusalem (43), as 
well as the saying that the children of the kingdom 
would be cast out while the Gentiles would enter in 
(42), in their purport belong together, and can be 
connected with the Great Denunciation (33). Quite 
by themselves stand the sayings concerning the Son 
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of Man and the Holy Spirit (34°), concerning offences 

(53) and the permanence of the Law (51). 
; The first impression that one receives when one 
surveys the content of Q is twofold. For the most 
part, the subject-matter seems to fall asunder into 
disconnected parts, and this impression cannot be 
quite overcome; but as soon as one calls to mind the 
content of the three gospels and compares Q with it, 
then Q appears to be undoubtedly more homogeneous than 
any of the three. What varied material stands in 
peaceful juxtaposition in St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and even in St. Mark! Even if one neglects the 
stories of the Infancy, what a multitude of varied 
interests, indeed of discrepancies, cross one another in 
those gospels! Who would ever have believed that 
all that St. Matthew or St. Luke or St. Mark nar- 
rate stood in one book, if in each case the book 
itself had not been handed down to us as a single 
complete whole? Compared with these gospels, the 
content which we have assigned to Q is simply 
homogeneous. Here a great number of points of view 
and tendencies which prevail in those gospels are 
absolutely wanting. 

It is characteristic of St. Mark that he emphasises 
the supernatural in our Lord, the Son of God; of 
St. Matthew, that he treats a great part of the 
gospel material from the point of view of the primi- 
tive community, giving to his whole narrative a 
Jewish and yet anti-Judaistic tone in the interests of 
apologetics; and of St. Luke, that with the large- 
heartedness of a Greek he thrusts those traits, which 
display Jesus as the Great Healer, into the fore- 
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ground. But in Q all these tendencies are absent. 
Here we receive rather the impression that the 
author is simply concerned with the commandments 
of our Lord, and aims at giving a description of His 
message, in which description he appears to be influ- 
enced by no special and particular bias. Perhaps we 
may not be mistaken in supposing that his selection 
was also determined by his desire to illustrate our 
Lord’s message and His witness to Himself, in their 
main and characteristic features, by specially striking 
examples. The Messiahship (Divine Sonship) having 
been established in the introduction, is in the body 
of the work presupposed as a fact that admits of no 
further controversy. 

The geographical horizon of Q is bounded by 
Galilee, and indeed much more strictly so than that 
of the synoptists. It is indeed a question whether Q 
ever looks beyond Galilee. Reference is made to 
section 43, but I regard it as being very improbable 
(with Schmiedel, « Das viertes Evang. gegeniiber den 
drei ersten” [1906], s. 45 ff) that this utterance 
concerning Jerusalem stood in Q as a saying of our 
Lord. It has been shown above that in section 33 the 
words (St. Matt. xxiii. 84-36 =St. Luke xi. 49-51) 
form a quotation from an apocryphal Jewish writing, 
wherein they were spoken by the Wisdom of God ; for so 
St. Luke (therefore Q) describes the author; nor could 
Jesus have said that He was sending forth prophets 
and wise men and scribes. Moreover, in St. Matthew 
this passage is followed immediately, and without a 
fresh introduction, by the words concerning Jerusalem 
(St. Matt. xxiii. 37-38; St. Luke does not give them 
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until xiii. 34). It is therefore in itself very probable 
that these words also belong to the quotation, and 
that it is accordingly Wisdom which says: rocaxis 
n0€Anoa emicuvayayeiy Ta Téxva cov. It is Wisdom 
herself who, by sending forth prophets, wise men, 
and scribes who had been slain by Jerusalem, had in 
vain essayed this gathering together of the children 
of Jerusalem (while if ascribed to our Lord this 
mocaxts, together with the lament over the murdered 
prophets, wise men, and scribes whom He is supposed 
to have sent, hangs in the air—is indeed impossible). 
Thus, according to the intention of Q, our Lord’s own 
words first begin with Aéyw [yep] Uuiv, OU My Me 
loyre TA, (St. Matt. xxiii. 39; St. Luke xiii. 35), 
Hence from section 43 we can draw no conclusion 


1 The style also is somewhat different from that of the sayings of 
our Lord in Q. “Ov rpérov does not occur elsewhere in Q (ds is the 
only word used); verbs compounded with two prepositions are 
wanting elsewhere. Yet I do not wish to lay much stress upon 
these points. 

2 The history of this passage is accordingly as follows: In Q, 
St. Matt. xxiii, 34-38 was given as a quotation used by our Lord 
to give force to what He was saying, to which verse 39 was 
appended as a real utterance of our Lord Himself. This caused 
some uncertainty in regard to the limits of the quotation. The 
result was that St. Matthew did not treat it as a quotation at all, but 
transformed the whole passage into an original discourse of our Lord 
(and yet with the help of St. Luke we can still detect in 6:4 rotro 
a trace of what has been obliterated), while St. Luke has broken off 
the quotation directly before the appeal to Jerusalem, and omitting 
the latter here, has given it in a different place as a saying of 
our Lord Himself. If this explanation is correct, then it further 
follows that St. Luke has torn asunder verses which stood together 
in Q. This is important; for we see that it is not always the case 
that St. Matthew has arbitrarily combined passages from Q which 
did not stand together in that source, but that on the contrary 
St. Luke also has separated passages which were in juxtaposition. 
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concerning any close connection of our Lord’s mission 
with Jerusalem—nevertheless there is a strong balance 
of probability that sections 33 and 43 were spoken in 
Jerusalem, where it is more natural that they should 
have been delivered than in Galilee. 

Together with Jerusalem—which is thus never men- 
tioned in Q except in the Woe against the Pharisees— 
the Passion and all references to the Passion are absent 
from Q. The single isolated saying concerning the 
taking up of one’s own cross (46) would at the best, if 
it really stood in Q, only afford an indirect reference to 
the Passion, and the sign of the prophet Jonah (30), 
according to the account in Q, had absolutely nothing 
to do with the Passion. So far therefore as we can 
Judge, all that after the precedent of St. Mark goes to 
Sorm the main theme of the Synoptic Gospels—the Passion 
and the narratives and discourses leading up to te Passion 
—was completely wanting in Q. Herein lies the funda- 
mental difference between the gospels and Q. The latter, in 
fact, was not a gospel at all in the sense that the Synop- 
tics are. 'The narrative of this source must therefore 
have been wanting in historical climax—no thread of 
historical continuity could have run through it, bind- 
ing the end to the beginning; for what climax or 
what thread of continuity could have existed where 
the Passion, and the thoughts connected with the 
Passion, were left out of consideration? Thus Q in 
the main could only have been a compilation of 
sayings and discourses of varied content. There is 


Still one must remember that we are told in St. Mark vii. 1 
that ‘‘There came together to Him the Pharisees, and certain of 
the scribes, which came from Jerusalem "of. vii. 5, &e. 
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no force in the objection that St. Matthew and 
St. Luke may have omitted the parts of Q which 
dealt with the Passion. If from St. Luke xvii. 34 to 
the end only two isolated verses can be proved to be 
derived from Q, or if from St. Matthew xv. 15 to the 
end only a very few isolated verses in chaps. xvii., 
Xvili., xix., xxv., and a couple or so of longer passages 
in chaps. xxiii. and xxiy. belong to Q, this cannot be 
merely accidental. A source which afforded the 
evangelists such ample and excellent material for the 
first half of their works would have been used by 
them elsewhere if it had contained further material. 
But may it not be that one of the two evangelists 
for some reason or other departed from the source 
while the other still followed it, so that the matter 
peculiar to him in the concluding third part of 
his work was derived from the source? ‘This is 
possible, and it will therefore be necessary to examine 
the matter which is peculiar to each of the two 
gospels, keeping this contingency in view. Until this 
is done, the only verdict which the facts before us 
allow us to give is that Q is a compilation of discourses 
and sayings of our Lord, the arrangement of which has 
no reference to the Passion, with an horizon which is as 
good as absolutely bounded by Galilee, without any 
clearly discernible bias, whether apologetic, didactic, 
ecclesiastical, national, or anti-national. So far as any 
purpose at all—beyond that of imparting catechetical 
instruction—can be discovered in the compilation, it 
consisted perhaps in an endeavour to give, with a 
certain degree of completeness, a representation of 
the main features of our Lord’s relationship with 
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His environment. Perhaps an investigation of the 
order of the sections will help us further. 


IV.—Tue Orper or THE SEcTIONS 


Since we may regard St. Matthew as independent 
of St. Luke and vice versd, it follows that if they 
agree in the order in which they present sections 
which do not occur in St. Mark, that order is 
thereby proved to be the order of the source. This 
point has been rightly emphasised by the critics, 
and has lately been investigated by Wernle and 
Wellhausen (« Einleitung,” s. 65 ae 

In the first place, the first thirteen sections show 
an astonishing coincidence in order :— 


St. Luke. St. Matthew. 
(1) iii. 7-9, 16, 17 = iii. 7-12 (The Baptist). 
(2) iv. 1-13 =ly. 1-11 (The Temptation). 


(3) vi. 20, 21-23 =y. 2-4, 6, 11, 12 (Introduction 
to Sermon; the Beati- 


tudes). 

(4) vi. 29 =v. 39, 40 (Blow upon the 
cheek, robbery of gar- 
ment). 

(5) vi. 30 =v. 42 (Give to him that 
asketh). 


3rd 
a ee : a "Tt =v. 44-48 (Love your enemies). 
(7) vi. 31 = vil. 12 (Golden Rule). 
(8) vi.37, 38, 41,42 = vii. 1-5 (Judge not; Mote 
and Beam). 
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[(9) vi. 39 = xv. 14 (Leaders of the Blind).] 

[(10) vi. 40 =x. 24, 25 (The disciple not 
above his master).] 

(11) vi. 43, 44 =vil. 16-18; xii. 33 (The good 
and corrupt tree). 

(12) vi. 46-49 =vil. 21, 24-27 (The house 
upon the rock and upon 
the sand). 

(13) vii. 1-10 =vil. 28; viii. 5-10, 13 (Con- 


clusion of sermon; the 
centurion at Capernaum). 


We must accordingly judge that Q began with the 
preaching of the Baptist, that then there followed 
the story of the Temptation, then important parts 
of the so-called Sermon on the Mount,! which con- 
cluded with the notice: «After Jesus had spoken 
these words he entered into Capernaum,” and was 
immediately succeeded by the narrative of the cen- 
turion at Capernaum. The subject-matter in 
question in St. Luke, chaps. iii, iv., vi. vii. is 
found in its entirety (with the exception of St. 
Luke vi. 39, 40) in St. Matt., chaps. iii., iv., v., vii. 
and viii. with very few changes in order. 

St. Luke now introduces in vii. 18-35 (sections 
14 and 15) the discourse concerning the Baptist ; 
St. Matthew does not give this discourse until 


1 §t. Luke and St. Matthew differ concerning the site. The 
former says (v. 1) dvéBy els 7d 8pos, the latter (vi, 17) xaraBas éorn 
érl rérov wedivod. But both agree in stating that a great multitude 
(8xAos) was present, and that the sermon was nevertheless addressed 
to the disciples. These statements must have occurred in the 
source, 
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chap. xi. and he inserts beforehand the sections 
concerning discipleship and the charge to the dis- 
ciples; in this gospel they occur in viii. 19-22; 
ix. 37, 38, and x.; in St. Luke these sections (16-22, 
24, 34, 38, 45, 46, 57) are found dispersed through- 
out chaps. ix. (2), 57-60; x. 2 (3), 5, 6 (7), 9, 
11, 12, (16); xii. 2-9, 51, 53; xiv. 26, 27; xvii. 33. 

At first glance it seems impossible to throw light 
upon this chaos and to discover the order of the 
source, but as soon as one sets down the related 
sections side by side in lists the chaos falls into 
order in an astonishing fashion, as is seen from the 
following table :— 


(16) (St. Luke ix. 2 and St. Matt. x. De: 
(17) ms ix..51-00. =, 3 viii. 19_22. 


(18) ie 2 ae . ue ix. 37, 38. 
(19) 30a ees x. 3 * Bs x. 16°). 
(20) 5 Ke5.G 3 : x. 19.-33. 
(2) 6s 8 Sar ‘a x1). 
(22) 59 Den 99 03 e215 
(24) ( ap x 16 3 » x. 40). 
(34°) 2 su>2.9 - x: 2633: 
(38) = 5 ab Ratt Rests Sn = x. 34-36. 
(45) < xiv. 26 = ee x. oh 


(46) As xiv. 27 _ - x. 38. 
Cimees ame 


As we sce, the bracketed passages alone present 
difficulty and disturb the otherwise absolutely 
identical order. But in our previous critical in- 
vestigation we have already noted that these four 
passages rouse suspicion as to their belonging to 
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Q. It is now still more uncertain whether as a 
whole they belong here;! for when they are omitted 
there is absolutely no disturbance in order, the re- 
maining nine sections follow one another in exactly 
the same succession both in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke. J¢ 1s at the same time shown that these sections, 
which are indeed closely allied in subject-matter, were 
not first brought together by St. Matthew, but that in 
Q they stood in the same order of succession as that of 
the first gospel; for it is clear that St. Luke also 
found them in this order. It is noteworthy that 
this evangelist has distributed them throughout the 
chaps. ix., X., Xil., Xiv., xvil., without altering their 
order of succession.” 

Seeing then that the sections (16), (19), (24) are 
to be left on one side, and are perhaps to be 
altogether excluded from Q, the only question which 
remains open in connection with the order of the 
sections (1)-(8), (11)—(15), (17), (18), (20)-(22), (34°), 
(38), (45), (46), (57), is whether the material belonging 
to Q in St. Matt. viii—x. originally stood before or 
after the discourse concerning the Baptist. As it 
is proved that St. Matthew (and not St. Luke) has 
reproduced the arrangement of the source in chapters 
viii—x., it is accordingly probable that we must also 
follow him here, and conclude that in Q the discourse 
concerning the Baptist came after the discourse to 
the disciples. 

Now follow, in St. Matt. xi. 21-23 and xi. 25-27 

1 Nevertheless internal reasons demand that at least section 21 


be assigned to Q. 
2 In an important passage we thus gain insight into St, Luke’s 


method of composition (vide supra, p. 169, note 2). 


176 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


as in St. Luke x. 18-15 and x. 21-22, the Woe de- 
nounced against the Galilean cities (section 23), and 
the great thanksgiving to the Father (section 25). 

But just as in the case of sections 9 and 10, we 
cannot form any judgment as to their original 
position in Q, so is it also with all those passages 
of the Sermon on the Mount which we have not 
already given in the above list. If we take them 
in the order of St. Matthew, we have the following 
table :— 


St. Matt. v. 13 =(section 47) 1 
” vy. 15 = ° 31) 
”° v. 18 =( ” 51) 
“ v. 25,26 = aS 39) 
» w82 =( 4 652) 
¥ vi. 9-13 ==(-4= 27) 
rp VL 1g=2) =( » ~ 386) 
on VI 225,20 =( 5 82) 
99 vi. 24 —y geass 49) 
a vi. 25-33 = » 35) 


» vii 7l1 =( 4 28) 
» vii 13,14=( , 41) 


This is hopeless; for it is simply impossible to 
trace any sign of correspondence in the order of the 
parallel passages; we are therefore left at first quite 
in the dark as to the order of these sections in Q— 
indeed one of sceptical mind might doubt whether 
they belong to Q at all. 

The remaining seventeen sections give more fayour- 


1 Let it be remembered that the numbers of the sections express 
their order in the text of St. Luke. 
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able results, if we only neglect the eight short sayings 
(sections 26, 34°, 42, 44, 50, 53, 55, 59) and the 
short parables (40 and 48); then we find in the 
following order :— 


Beelzebub (section 29). St. Matt. xii. 22, 23, 27, 
28, 30, 43, 45; St. Luke xi. 14, 19, 20, 23-26. 

Sign of Jonah (section 30). St. Matt. xii. 38, 39, 
41, 42; St. Luke xi. 16, 29, 30, 31. 

Woe against the Pharisees (section 33). St. Matt. 
xxiii. 4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36; St. 
Luke xi. 46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 4'7, 49-51. 

The coming of the Lord as a thief; the trustworthy 
and the untrustworthy steward (section 37). St. 
Matt. xxiv. 48-51; St. Luke xii. 39, 40, 42-46. 

Jerusalem, Jerusalem (section 43). St. Matt. xxiii. 
37-39; St. Luke xiii. 34, 35. 

How oft shall I forgive? (section 54). St. Matt. 
xvi. 15, 21, 22; St. Luke xvu. 3, 4. 

The Parousia (section 56). St. Matt. xxiv. 26, 27, 28, 
37-41; St. Luke xvii. 23, 24, 37, 26, 27, 34, 35. 

To him that hath shall be given (section 58). St. 
Matt. xxv. 29; St. Luke xix. 26. 


Since we have already seen above that St. Luke 
has arbitrarily separated the section concerning 
Jerusalem from the Woe against the Pharisees, it is 
evident that the correspondence in order in this list 
is only disturbed by the question concerning for- 
giveness and by the splitting up of the discourse, 
St. Matt. xxiv. 26-51 (St. Luke has divided it and 
placed the second half before the first); otherwise the 
order is identical. It is of importance for our know- 

M 
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ledge of Q to notice that discourses which had the 
end of the world in view evidently stood at the con- 
clusion of this source, such discourses, namely, as the 
Woe against the Pharisees, the prophecy of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem, the coming of the Lord as a 
thief in the night, the faithful and unfaithful steward, 
the warning against false Christs with the announce- 
ment of the Parousia, lastly, the saying, «To him 
that hath shall be given” (with its converse). 

From this investigation, which has been carried 
somewhat further than that of Wernle and Well- 
hausen, we derive the following results :— 

(1) The sections distinguished above by the 
numbers 1-8, 11-15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 2& 
- 80, 33, 34°, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 56, 57, 58, permit 
of being arranged in an order which is practically 
identical in St. Matthew and St. Luke; they there- 
fore certainly belong to a single source.* 

(2) This source had an order which in essential 
points is natural and intelligible? It proceeded as 
follows :— 

The preaching of the Baptist. 

The story of the Temptation (probably pre- 
ceded by the Baptism of our Lord with the 
voice from heaven, vide infra). 


1 T have long adopted an extremely sceptical attitude towards 
the hypothesis which assumes a single definite source for the 
material (not in St. Mark) which is common to St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; but the facts which are here disclosed seem to me to 
be conclusive (against Hilgenfeld, Zahn, Godet, and others). It is, 
moreover, astonishing how superficially and cursorily Zahn passes 
over this question in his voluminous ‘‘ Hinleitung”’ (II®, s. 410 ff.), 

2 Cf. Wernle, “ Synopt. Frage,” 5. 226 ff. 
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The most important parts of the Sermon on 
the Mount. 

The charge to the disciples concerning their 
mission. 

The discourse concerning the Baptist. 

The Woes against the cities. 

The great Thanksgiving to the Father. 

The Beelzebub section, and (bound up with it)— 

The sign of Jonah. 

The Woes against the Pharisees, together with 
the pronouncement of judgment against 
Jerusalem. 

The warning against false Christs; the discourse 
concerning the Parousia. 

The coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the 
night; the faithful and unfaithful steward. 

The saying that to him that hath shall be given, 
and the other saying that the disciples 
should govern the twelve tribes of Israel. 

The sections 9, 10, 16, 19, 24, 26-28, 31, 32, 34°, 
35, 36, 39-42, 44, 47-55 do not admit of being 
arranged in a definite order. Jt ts therefore only more 
or less probable that they belong to Q, and therefore in an 
investigation into the characteristics of Q they ought 
to be regarded as of only secondary authority 
(St. Matthew and St. Luke can well have depended 
upon more than one source for their common matter 
which is not found in St. Mark; still the difference 
in order is no proof in favour of such an hypothesis). 


1 §t, Luke gives this saying (59) at the end, St. Matthew at a 
very much earlier point (in chap. xix.); perhaps St. Luke is in 
the right here, 
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In this connection the following points must also be 
noted :— 

These twenty-seven sections are almost all of 
them short, indeed very short.’ Eighteen of them 
have been already included above among the very 
short sayings, and seven of them are short parables 
or only similitudes (9, 19, 31, 39, 40, 41, 48) which 
could easily change their place; only five sections (27, 
28, 35, 36, 54) are of greater extent. So far as their 
content is concerned, the majority of these sayings 
admirably suit the character of Q and give no occa- 
sion for postulating another source. 

(3) From the discourse to the disciples (i.e. the 
subject-matter in St. Matt. x.), and from the fact 
that in the first gospel the sections 33 and 43, as 
well as sections 56 and 87, are correctly given in 
juxtaposition, we conclude that St. Matthew has 
preserved the order of the source more faithfully 
than St. Luke.” It therefore follows with no slight 
probability that those parts of the Sermon on the 
Mount which are common to St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and yet do not stand in the same order in the 
two gospels (sections 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 
47, 49, 51, 52), occurred in Q in the order of St. 
Matthew, and that St. Luke has separated and dis- 
tributed them throughout his work for reasons which 
can no longer be discovered (in the belief that he 
could trace a better Takis). We shall be justified in 
deciding similarly concerning other sections which 


1 Together they form scarcely a quarter of the whole contents 
of Q. 

2 We now recognise that the great composite discourses of St, 
Matthew had their outline already given in Q. 
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occur in different positions in St. Matthew and St. 
Luke, and in regarding St. Luke in this matter as 
capricious in the extreme. 

(4) Q was no gospel like St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
and St. Luke, and yet it was not a merely formless 
compilation of sayings and discourses of our Lord 
without any thread of connection. Rather we learn 
from the beginning and the conclusion (eschatolo- 
gical discourses) that it possessed a certain definite 
arrangement of subject-matter and the outlines of a 
chronological order. It was, however, in no sense a 
biographical narrative, but essentially a collection of 
discourses.'_ This is the very reason that it makes no 
mention of the Passion. Nor need we be surprised 
at the composition of a work which confined itself to 
the discourses and sayings of our Lord; indeed, if 
one keeps in mind the contemporary Jewish fashion, 
the composition of such a work is a priori probable, 
and, moreover, finds support in Christian terminology, 
which from the first distinguished between the acts 


1 The seven narratives (vide supra, p. 163), which at least were 
included in Q, do not alter this character ; for in five of these the 
important feature is clearly a saying of our Lord, and the story is 
cursorily narrated only in order to give the occasion of the utter- 
ance. It is otherwise with the story of the Temptation, and, as 
it seems, with the narrative concerning the centurion. But the 
inclusion of the former becomes at once intelligible if the story 
of the Baptism was also included; in this case we must conceive 
of Q as a compilation of sayings which received its necessary 
determination, and thereby an historical character, in that it was 
prefaced by an account of the consecration of Jesus as the Messiah. 
This hypothesis is corroborated by the strongly Messianic char- 
acter of the story of the Temptation in Q (vide the following note). 
Accordingly, only the story of the Centurion seems to fall outside 
the framework of Q. Yet vide infra. 
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and the sayings of Jesus (vide St. Paul's Epistles ; 


Acts i. 1: Tept TavTwv ov npeato "Incovs rroveiv Te Kat 
dvdacxew—ls St. Luke here thinking of his two main 
sources, St. Mark and Q ?—<f. St. Luke xxiv. 19, &c.). 


V.—Can we Discover any Trace or Q IN THE 
Marrer THaT 1s Precuriar to Sr. Matruew 
or To St. Luxe, orn ww Inpirecr Evanceic 
TRADITION ? 


Seeing that Q is so neutral in linguistic character- 
istics, we can scarcely use arguments based upon 
phenomena of style and vocabulary in order to 
prove that passages in question belong to Q. Nor 
does an analysis based upon phenomena of subject- 
matter promise much success. But one thing is 
at all events possible: we can distinguish numerous 
passages in both gospels which certainly could not 
have stood in Q. 

Let us begin with St. Matthew and with the 
Sermon on the Mount! Of the passages that 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and are wanting in St. 
Luke, it is possible that v. 14, 16 (Light of the 
world, City upon a hill), v. 41 (If one constrain 

1 Wellhausen (‘ Hinl.,” s. 74) judges that the Baptism of our 
Lord by St. John could not well have been absent from Q. There 
is by no means little to be said in fayour of this theory (vide supra, 
and note that both “ dvjy@n” and “ brd rod mvevuaros”’ in the story of 
the Temptation can only be understood in the light of the story of 
the Baptism)—and in this case there is much that is attractive in 
the hypothesis that the original form of the voice from heaven in 
St. Luke is to be derived from Q (vide Excurs. II.). But Well- 


hausen’s combination of the temptation by the devil with the 
temptation by St. Peter (St. Mark viii. 32, 33), and his confident 
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thee to go one mile, then go two), vi. 34 (which 
finishes off the verses 25-33 belonging to Q), and 
vil. 22, 23 (Many will say to me in that day, &c.) 
stood in Q; all else, namely, v. 17, 19, 20-24, 27-31, 
33-38, 43; vi. 1-8 (14, 15), 16-18; vii. 6-15, 
must have been wanting in that source, because 
these passages are strongly marked by the peculiar 
characteristics of St. Matthew (better righteousness, 
formal directions concerning almsgiving, prayer, and 
fasting, &c., vide supra, p. 167) and because St. 
Luke offers absolutely no parallel to them. The 
by no means slight degree of homogeneity which 
is discernible in the passages in question (while 
nothing similar is found in the passages which 
certainly belong to Q) is in itself a _ strong 
proof that they are alien to Q. They indeed 
all partake of that controversial attitude towards 
Judaism which is a peculiar characteristic of St. 
Matthew. 

The same may be said of the sayings concerning 
the Sabbath in xii. 5 ff, 11 f. Of the parables 
peculiar to St. Matthew in chap. xiii. the Buried 
Treasure and the Pearl (verses 44-46) may have 
stood in Q, because they are similar to the Mustard 
Seed and the Leaven;1 but we have no cer- 
tainty that this was so, especially as they are 


assertion that the traye Zarava of St. Matthew is derived from the 
record of our Lord’s repulse of St. Peter, are rash. Wellhausen’s 
other conjecture that a trait in the story of the Baptism, in which 
St. Matthew differs from St. Mark, namely, St. John’s objection 
to baptize our Lord, had its origin in Q, is destitute of all founda- 
tion and is, according to Q, section 14, improbable. 

1 So Wernle, ‘‘Synopt. Frage,” s. 187. 
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separated from the latter parables by the inter- 
pretation of the parable of the Tares and seem 
like an appendix added by St. Matthew. No one 
is likely to claim the parables of the Tares and 
of the Draw-net for Q, any more than the con- 
cluding passage (xiii. 51 f.) of the collection of 
parables in chapter xiii. 

The story of St. Peter’s walking on the sea 
(xiv. 28-31) is a narrative of entirely secondary 
character, likewise the words addressed to St. Peter 
concerning the Rock upon which the Church would 
be built (xvi. 17-19), perhaps also the story of 
the coin in the fish’s mouth (xvii. 24-27), cer- 
tainly the discourse on discipline in the Church 
(xviii. 16-18). Possibly xviii. 10 (The angels of 
the little ones) stood in Q; that the parables of 
the Great Supper (xxii. 1-11) and the parable of 
the Talents belong to Q is not impossible, as we 
have seen (pp. 119 ff.); but we can arrive at no 
certainty on this point—above all, we can no longer 
restore the form in which they stood in Q2 All 
that remains—the parables and discourses that occur 
in the last chapter of St. Matthew preceding the 
Passion—must probably be kept distinct from Q, 
for they present no indication of relationship to 
that source2 As for the narratives peculiar to 


1 The order in which the parable of the Talents occurs in the 
two gospels is in favour of its belonging to Q; for it is found in 
St. Matt. xxv. and in St. Luke xix., thus in both cases it follows 
the discourse concerning the Parousia, St. Matt. xxiv. and St. 
Luke xvii. This is not so in the case of the Great Supper (St. 
Matt. xxii, and St. Luke xiv.), 

* Naturally, in the case of many parables and discourses, the 
‘possibility’ of such relationship cannot be disputed, 
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the account of the Passion in St. Matthew, it 
would be a most arbitrary proceeding to assign 
these to Q, seeing that even the prophecies of the 
Passion are wanting in this source and that these 
passages of St. Matthew are secondary or even 
tertiary in character. 

In St. Luke the situation is not different; we 
can state with considerable probability that such 
and such passages that are peculiar to St. Luke 
did not stand in Q—all the narratives, discourses, 
and parables which specially emphasise the con- 
trast between the poor and the rich and our Lord’s 
love for sinners, and are so characteristic of St. 
Luke’s peculiar genius. Apart from these, there 
is much that is peculiar to this gospel which may 
possibly have belonged to Q; but I have sought in 
vain for any clear principles upon which a probable 
proof of such relationship could be based. 

We must content ourselves with this. It is a priort 
probable, indeed quite certain, that much which occurs 
only in St. Matthew or in St. Luke is derived 
from Q, but except the parable of the Mustard Seed 
which grows into a great tree—and this has been 
by us already assigned to Q, though it also occurs 
in St. Mark—I believe that there is no part of 
the subject-matter peculiar to any one of the two 
gospels which we are justified in definitely assigning 
to Q. 

Any one that adopts the standpoint of Resch 
and assumes that the “apostolic source” existed for 


1 We must therefore be more discreet in this connection than 
Wernle and many other scholars, 
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centuries side by side with our gospels, and with them 
exercised influence upon the evangelic tradition, will 
attempt to discover passages of Q in the gospel 
sayings found in the Fathers. He, however, who 
cannot convince himself that there is any proof, or 
possibility of proof, that the later tradition has been 
influenced by the sources of our gospels, will hope for 
very little from the examination of the « Agrapha” 
and related material. Nevertheless, I have investi- 
gated afresh the material which Resch has collected 
(«Texte und Unters.,” Bd. 5, 10, and 30). The 
appearance of light at the Baptism (Bd. 30, Heft 
3-4, s. 36), which is a very early tradition and is 
found in Codd. Vercell. and Sangerm. at St. Matt. 
iii. 15; the saying found in Syr. Cur. at St. Matt. 
xx. 28 (cf also the same passage in Cod. D) dpeis 
oe Cnreire ék [tk pov avejoa Kal fn ék beiCovos 
éAarroy elvat (Jc. s. 89); the Logia in 1 Clem. ii. . 
13, 46 and Polycarp. ii. and in Acts xx. 35; the 
év ols ay vuas KatataBw, év tovros Kal kpw@ of 
Justin Martyr and others (Z.c. s. 102); the saying 
strongly attested from Clement of Alexandria on- 
wards: atteicGe, hyo, Ta MeyaNa, kat Ta MIKpa Ujiv 
mpoorejcera (ic. s. 111); the yet more constantly 
quoted saying: yiverOe doxinor TpameCirat (s. 112 ff.); 
the saying attested by Origen: dia Tods dcOevoovras 
yoOévouy Kal dua Tove rewovras érelvwv Kal da Tous 
dwlovras édiipwy (s. 182); the saying: o#Cov ov Kai 
4 bvxy cov (s. 180); the saying in Clement of ° 
Alexandria and Tertullian: «feo roy adeApev cov, 
etdes TOV Oedy cov (s. 182); the saying in Origen: 6 
eyyus mou eyyvs Tod matpos (MS. Tupos), O dé Makpav 
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am’ é00 waxpay aro tie Bacielas (s. 185)—these 
are passages which could be offered for consideration 
here. 

It is indeed most improbable that the interpolations 
found in some manuscripts of the gospels, of which 
two examples have been given at the beginning of the 
above list, are derived from Q. Seeing that they can 
scarcely have belonged to the original text either of 
St. Matthew or St. Luke (cf especially the interpola- 
tions in D)—in which case only could there be any 
real question concerning their origin from Q—they 
must therefore have been derived either from other 
written gospels or from oral tradition. To suppose 
that they were derived directly from Q, the source of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, would be to assume a 
remarkable accident without any justification, seeing 
that these passages show no relationship in subject- 
matter with Q. 

The quotations in the Acts of the Apostles and in 
the epistles of Clement of Rome and of Polycarp 
perhaps afford more promising material; for these 
writings date from a time at which Q may still have 
been known and when the canonical gospels had not 
yet reached all parts of the Church, or at least were 
not everywhere recognised as canonical. It is there- 
fore remarkable that the five sayings which are quoted 
in these writings have introductions of essentially the 
same character as is here seen :— 


, n~ 
Acts xx. 35: ... pynmovevely TE TwY Aoywv 
fr a A > , 
TOU Kuptou Incot, 6tiavros eirev’ Maxapioy éorw 
a , 
madrov dovat 7 AapGaverv. 
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1 Clem. xiii: wadtora peuvnuévor Tov Adyov 
Tov Kupiou 'Incod, ois éXaAnoev OidacKwy érelketay 
Kat Maxpobuuiav: otrws yap elrev' ’EXeare va eXen- 
Onre, aclere iva apeby vuiv ws roveire, ore 7roinOn- 
geTat viv? ws idoTe, oTwS doPireTaL UMiv? ws KplveTe, 
ovTws KpiOijicerbe* ws xpnoteverbe, ovrws XpnatevOy- 
era iv @ MET PW METPEITE, EV AUTH Met pnOjoeTat 
Ut. 

1 Clem. xlvi.: uwvycOnte tov Adyov Tot ’Incod 
TOU Kuplov ijuov: eirey yap: Ouvai TO avOparw 
exeivy* Kadov jy WTo e& uy eyevwnOn  &va tov 
exAexT@v hou cxavdaNieat. KpeiTTOV Hv avT@ TeptTeOnvas 
wwrAov Kat KatarovtisOynvar eis Thy Oaraccar, 7 eva 
TOY ekNEKTOY MoU dvarrpérpat. 

Polyc. c. ii.: Mvnmovevovtes Gy elrev 6 KUpLos 
didackwy uy Kpivere, Wa jy kK p.Onre: adiere, Kal 
apeOjnrera vuiv' édeaTe, Wa AenOire: MET Pw 
MET PETE, avrimer pnOycerat Umiv? Kal Ore: Maxaptot of 
TTwWKOL Kal of SiwKdmevor Evexev Occatocvyns, drt abtév 
éotw 4 Bacirela Tod Oeod. 

1 Clem. ii.: aavres eTarrewvodp povel re .. . UTOTaG- 
odmevor maddov }) UTOTATCOVTES, HoLov Orddyres 7 
AauBavovres Tots épodlors Tod Xpicrod apKov- 
Mevot Kat TPOTEXOVTES, TOUS AOyous ovTOo ETLMEADS 
ever Tepvig Mevor HTEe Tos omay-yvors. 


There is no doubt that in all these passages the 
sayings of our Lord are referred to as a compilation, 
and the form of the quotations suggests that this 
compilation was crystallised in a written document 
which bore the title, « Aoyor rob kuptov ’Incod,” and 
was regarded as giving the authoritative teaching of 
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our Lord.* In such a case identity with Q would be 
practically proved. But, in the first place, we can 
here only arrive at a certain degree of probability ; 
in the second place, close examination of the subject- 
matter of these sayings is not favourable to the 
hypothesis; for (a) if the saying, « It is more blessed 
to give than to receive” stood in Q, why has St. 
Luke not taken it up into his gospel? (yet this is 
not a very weighty objection); (6) in Polycarp the 
formula of quotation and the quotation itself (the 
latter only partly and freely reproduced) are most 
probably derived from 1 Clem. xiii.; for Polycarp 
has made constant use of the epistle of Clement 
(« Clement. Alex. Strom.,” ii. 18, is also dependent 
upon the same passage); (c) the first saying quoted 
by Clement of Rome in the parts which have no 
direct parallel in St. Matthew and St. Luke (e\eare 
wa éXenOArEe, adiere va apeOy UMiV* WS TOLEITE, OUTW 
momOnceTat vpiv' ws dlooTe, ovTws OoOnceTaL vir 
ws xpnoteverOe, obtws xpyrrevOjceTat uuiv) may very 
well have stood in Q; but the part in which it 
coincides in subject-matter with Q, as we have given 
this source above, has a different wording. In place 
of uy Kplvere, a wy KpOare, ev @ yap KpiLare Kpivere, 
kpilncer Oe we have ws KplveTe, OUT ws kprOnoear Oe, It 
may, however, be objected that Clement here has 
simply omitted a phrase or so, and for the rest has 
followed another translation of Q; but uy xpivere, 
wa «tA. does not at all suit his context. The 


1 After having written this I see from ‘“ Theol. Jahresbericht”’ 
for 1905 (iii. Abt. s. 246), that Harris, and lately Lake (in ‘‘ Hibb. 
Journ.” iii, 332 ff.), have preceded me in commending this 
hy pothesis. 
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dependence upon Q remains therefore uncertain. 


(d) 


The second passage of Clement (I neglect « Clem. 
Alex. Strom.,” iii. 18, because it depends upon « Clem. 
Rom.”) reproduces sayings which are found in all 
three evangelists—they may, nevertheless, have also 
stood in Q; indeed, we have shown that the allied 
words: avarykn éXOciv Ta ocxavdara, rAW oval TT) 
avOpdrw dv 0d 1d oxdvdadov épxeTa, probably stood 
in Q (vide section 53). 


St. Mark xiv. 
21: otal ro av- 
Opary éxelyy 50 
08 6 vids Tod ay- 
Opwmrov mapadl- 
Sorau’ Kahdvaire 
el ovx éyerviOn 6 
dy Opwiros éxetvos. 


St. Mark ix. 
42: ds av oxay- 
darloy &a réav 
Kikp@v = rov wy 
Tay TisTEevovTwr, 
Kandy éorw aire 
MaAXov ef wrepixer- 
Tat pros dyikds 
wept rov rpdx nov 
avrod Kal BéB\n- 
Tat els THY Odac- 
oar, 


St. Matt. xxvi. 
24: as St. Mark 
(except that fy 
is added after 
KaNov). 


St. Matt. xviii. 
6, 7: first as in 
St. Mark, then 
ToT EVvOyT wy 
éué* 


els 
ounpéper 
airG Wa  xpe- 
Macy LUdos 
évikds ep rov 
Tpdxnrov avrod 
kal karamrovric Op 
é&v TO meddye 
THs  Oaddoons. 
oval Te Kbopw 
ard Tay ocKay- 
dihwy' dvd 
yap éOciy ra 
oxdvdada, why 
oval TPO dvOpdrw 
& od 7d oxdvda- 
Rov Epxerat, 


St. Luke xxii. 
22: oval ro dp- 
Opdr@m éxelvw dv 
od §=mrapadldora 
[scil. 6 vids 7, 
av.) 


St. Luke xvii, 
1, 2: dvévdexrév 
éorw Tod ra oKdy- 
dara wh édOeiv, 
twAHY oval dV od 
&pxerar* vor- 
Teket altro el 
NOos Budtkds 
weplketrat rept 
Tov Tpdxnrov ad- 
Tod Kal &ppurrac 
els rhv Oddaccap, 
} Wa oxavdaNloy 
TOY juKpay Tov- 
Twp eva, 


Clem. Rom. 
oval rg dvOpdmw 
éxelyy* Kady Fy 
aire el wh éyer- 
v7n0n h &a Trav 
éxXexTOv ou 
oKxavdaNioas, 


Kpetrrov Fv av- 
TS —-wepireOFvan 
KUXov Kal Kara- 
wovricOivat, =F 
&a T&y éxexray 
Mou divacrpévat, 
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The interpretation of the phenomena presented 
in the above table is difficult. It is possible that 
Clement erroneously understood the saying con- 
cerning Judas in a general sense and combined 
it wrongly with the saying concerning offending 
the little ones, freely reproduced by him as 
“elect”; it is, however, also possible that not 
only the general clause, avayxy éAOciv Ta oxavdada, 
TAny ovat TH avOpdrm d? ov TO cKavdadov épxeTat, 
stood in Q, but also something concerning offending 
the elect in just that double form in which Clement 
gives it (this would then be the more ancient form, 
while St. Mark has introduced the special reference 
to Judas); St. Matthew and St. Luke had St. Mark 
and Q before them, and have on the whole followed 
the former in that they have reproduced from Q 
only the general saying concerning offences. Yet 
this second explanation is far less probable than 
the first; for (1) it is strange that they have both 
hit upon the same solution of the problem (yet in 
St. Luke xvii. 1, 2, the order is different from that 
in St. Matt. xviii. 6, '7); (2) we can form no definite 
conception of the wording of this hypothetical text 
of Q (according to Clement); in its two halves 
it is extremely tautologous, and accordingly gives 
the impression that these two halves were originally 
separate from one another and came from different 
sources (just as it is in the three gospels). Lastly, 
we have the éxetyw at the beginning, which tells a 
tale. There is therefore at least no surety that 
we have Q before us here, however attractive the 
hypothesis may be and though it may claim the 
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support of what seem to be translation-variants. 
(e) Neither can we well claim for Q that it is the 
source of the second half of the quotation in Polycarp ; 
for though « MaKapLot of mTwxot” (without Te TVEULATL) 
answers to the wording of Q (and of St. Luke), yet 
Ouwxopevor Evexev Stkatocvyys, which is found in St. 
Matthew, cannot be proved to have stood in Q. 

Accordingly we must reluctantly abandon the hope 
of recovering from these quotations, which seem to pre- 
suppose our gospels, anything which certainly belongs 
to Q; there is, in fact, no sufficient basis of proba- 
bility for the hypothesis that these « Adyot TOU kuptou 
*Incov” are identical with Q. The case is here one of 
very moderate possibility, and it is permissible only 
with considerable reservation to claim the quotations 
in 1 Clem. xiii., xlvi. for Q2 

If, however, our investigation of these passages 
leads to such unsure results, the uncertainty is very 
much greater in regard to the « Agrapha ” which are 
found in writers from Justin downwards. In all 
these cases it is more probable that these sayings 
have been derived from the gospel of the Egyptians, 
the gospel of St. Peter, or other sources, than that 
they were directly taken from Q. This specially 
holds good of the sayings discovered by Grenfell and 
Hunt, and likewise of those in the Clementine 


1 If it is thought certain that ‘Adyou «rd. in Clement signifies 
the title of a book, which must therefore be identical with Q, it 
will then be necessary to assume a separate recension of Q, which 
was afterwards amplified from the canonical gospels. It is in 
favour of this hypothesis that in St. Matthew (and so also probably 
in Q) the Sermon on the Mount is introduced with the words: 
edldackey adrods Néywr, 
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Homilies, though it is possible that elements of great 
antiquity are preserved therein. We know that the 
gospels mentioned were still read in the second and 
third centuries, while we have no such knowledge 
concerning Q. Therefore in each particular case the 
burden of proof rests with him who advances the 
claims of Q; but with Resch and others of his way 
of thinking one seeks in vain for real proofs. 


VI.—Tue EssentiaL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE Con- 
TENTS OF Q. A Comparison oF Q WITH THE 
GosrEL or St. Mark. 


In the comprehensive chapter of his « Einleitung 
in die drei ersten Evangelien,” ss. 73-89, Wellhausen 
has made a complete comparison of Q and St. Mark. 
Since, according to him, mutual independence is « not 
to be thought of,” he discusses the question of priority 
and decides in favour of St. Mark. Compared with 
St. Mark the content of Q is everywhere, or almost 


1 Let me bring forward yet another instance. In 2 Clem. v. 
we read: Aéyer 6 Kipios* “EceoOe ws dpvla ev wéow AvKwv. This form 
of the saying seems to be more ancient than the form which we 
have ascertained for Q in section 19: l60d éym drocréAdw bps ws 
mpoBara &v wéow ikwy. But without regard to the fact that 2 Clem. 
has probably used an uncanonical gospel which was certainly not 
Q (probably the gospel of the Egyptians), we have already seen 
above, pp. 13, 174 f., that the saying is perhaps not to be assigned 
to Q, but that its presence in St. Matthew and St. Luke is to be 
attributed to another source. The gospel of the Egyptians (the 
gospel, that is, which is used by 2 Clem.) is on the whole certainly 
secondary to Q, indeed to the Synoptic Gospels; yet, like the gospel 
of the Hebrews, it has preserved some very ancient elements, 

N 
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everywhere, secondary, and presents the traditions 
concerning Jesus in a form which had already ad- 
vanced in the direction of definite Christian dogma 
and of ecclesiasticism. I, on the contrary, believe 
that I can show in the following pages that Well- 
hausen in his characteristic of Q has unconsciously 
allowed himself to be influenced by the tendencies of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke, that he has attributed to 
Q what belongs to these gospels, and that in not a 
few passages he has preferred St. Mark on insufficient 
grounds. The conclusions at which I have arrived 
stand therefore in strong opposition to the results of 
his criticism. 

In comparing Q with St. Mark we must base 
our investigation on those passages which certainly 
belong to Q—the probable constituents of Q 
must be marshalled in the second line for our 
review. 

St. Mark begins with the preaching of the Bap- 
tist, the baptism of our Lord, and a summary account 
of a forty days’ temptation of our Lord in the 
wilderness; Q, with the preaching of the Baptist 
(the baptism of our Lord) and a detailed account 
of a temptation of our Lord to disbelief in His 
Messianic vocation, which took place after a forty 
days’ abode in the wilderness. Even if, as is pro- 
bable, the baptism of our Lord stood in Q, it does 
not necessarily follow that St. Mark and Q are de- 
pendent upon one another ; for it may very well have 
happened that at a particular epoch these sections 
were the regular passages with which the catechetical 
tradition of the sayings of Jesus the Messiah began 
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(St. Luke i. 4). Here, however, the subject-matter 
of Q is clearly the more original, for St. Mark only 
introduces the Baptist in order that he may point 
forward to the « Mightier One,” while Q first describes 
the preaching of the Baptist concerning repentance 
and judgment, and then only attaches the reference 
to the « Mightier One” that was coming. Besides, 
St. Mark is guilty of hysteron-proteron in his de- 
scription of the Coming One as one that would baptize 
with the Holy Ghost, while Q speaks of Him as of 
one who would appear with the fire of judgment and 
would thoroughly purge His floor Similarly, in 
regard to the story of the Temptation, it can neither 
be proved that Q is dependent upon St. Mark, nor 
can it be asserted that in St. Mark the Temptation 
is conceived as being non-Messianic in character,” nor 
can the narrative in Q be claimed as a later legend. 
If the story of the Temptation, with the voice from 
heaven in the form, “Thou art my Son, to-day 
have I begotten Thee,” stood in Q, it is then natural 
that the devil should address himself to Jesus as the 
Son of God, and should wish to upset His faith in 
His Divine Sonship. There is no need to suppose 
that this must have been a later tradition than the 
shorter account of St. Mark, which always arouses the 
suspicion that St. Mark here knew more than he has 


1 The priority of Q is here recognised by Wellhausen (s. 74). 

2 Wellhausen (/.c,) makes this assertion; but if the Spirit which 
descended upon Jesus drives Him into the wilderness, where He is 
tempted for forty days of Satan, surrounded by the uncanny 
creatures of the desert, while the angels supply Him with food, 
this can then be no ordinary temptation but is the period par 
excellence of Messianic temptation, 
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told us,' for legend is not accustomed to work by a 
method so concise and allusive.? 

The Sermon on the Mount now follows in Q. St. 
Mark here affords us only four parallel sayings.* He 
writes (iv. 24): ev @ MET PWD MET PELTE met pnOnceTat 
uuiv (just as in Q, section 8). Again, in ix. 50—out 
of connection with his context—: xaddv TO dAag: éav de 


1 The circumstances may be conjectured to have been as 
follows :—-St. Mark was obliged to touch upon the fact of the 
Messianic temptation by Satan, since it belonged to the stereo- 
typed material of catechetical instruction (St. Luke i. 4: repi dy 
KaTnxn9ns Abdywv); it was, however, known to him, not in the 
narrative of Q but in another form. If the narrative of Q had 
been known to him, the trait of fasting could not have been 
omitted by him, nor could he have mentioned the wild beasts and 
the angels in his short summary. St. Mark presupposes a legend 
where there was no mention of our Lord’s fasting in the wilder- 
ness, where, on the contrary, it was recorded that He was fed by 
angels, so that there could scarcely have been a place therein for 
a temptation by means of hunger. Nothing is said of the nature 
of the temptation of Satan—that the wild beasts played a réle 
therein is uncertain—but that St. Mark knew something about 
them is more than probable. The ‘‘Gospel of Jesus Christ,” 
according to him, first begins with verse 14; in a double intro- 
duction, verses 1-8 and 9-13, he simply says what is absolutely 
necessary concerning the Baptist and his testimony, and con- 
cerning the Divine Sonship of Jesus. The wondrous “ gavracla” 
(Theodore of Mopsuestia) of the story of the Temptation in Q is 
independent of St. Mark, and may have arisen at any time after 
the year A.D. 30—i.e. it possibly belongs to the primitive tradition. 

* It is quite another question whether the story of the Baptism 
(Spirit and voice from heaven) was the oldest form of the tradi- 
tion. I am with Wellhausen of the conviction that it was not, 
rather that it has taken the place of the more ancient story of the 
Transfiguration, But this question cannot be discussed here, as 
it belongs rather to the period of development that lies behind 
Q and St. Mark. 

5 And in the case of three of these it is only probable that they 
stood in Q. 
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TO GAas Gvadov yévnTat, év Tin avTO apticere ; while 
Q, section 47, reads: vpeis éore TO dAas [Tis vis]: éav 
oe TO dAas popavOn, év Tritt GAtcOnocera. Here, in 
the first place, we notice a genuine translation-variant, 
and next, that Q interprets the “salt” as referring to 
the disciples. This is probably the original reference, 
as Wellhausen also recognises (« Mark,” s. 82).—In 
St. Mark iv. 21 we read—again out of connection 
with his context—: pati épyetat 6 AVyxvos Wa bro Toy 
modiov Ten . . . ovX Wa emt THY AUyViay TeOy; In 
Q, section 31, we find: ov xalovew dVyvov Kat Teac 
avTov Uo TOV p.odtov GAN’ ext THY AvyViav, Kal Aauret 
macw Tos ev ty otkia. In St. Mark the “light” 
represents the teaching of our Lord, in St. Matthew 
the good conduct of the disciples (this is secondary) 
—but this is only the interpretation of St. Matthew. 
St. Luke, who gives the saying twice, gives it first 
(viii. 16) with the same significance and in the 
same connection as St. Mark, and a second time 
(xi. 13), according to Q, without reference to the 
disciples. Thus in Q the reference to the disciples was 
unexpressed, and Q was therefore not secondary when 
compared with St. Mark. Here also note the trans- 
lation-variants—St. Mark writes (x. 11 f.): Os dy 
amoNvon THY yuvaika avTOU Kal yapjon GAAHV, MoLyarat 
ér’ aviv: Kat éavy avTy aroNvcaca TOV avdpa auras 
yayijon aAdov [or probably more correctly, cai éay 
yun €&ENOn aro TOU avd pos avTiis Kal GAXov yaunoy], 
powxara. Here we have ascertained for the text of 
Q in section 52: [éyw Aéyw vuiv]: Tas 6 atodwv 
THY yuvaika avTOU Tote adtny morxevOnvat, Kal og 
éav amoAeAupevny yaunen, poxata. Wellhausen’s 
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judgment on this verse depends upon the supposition 
that the words immediately preceding it in St. Luke 
(evKkom dT epov 0€ éotiv TOV ov pavoy Kal THY yiv waped- 
Ociv ) Tov vouou pilav Kepatay receiv, xvi. 17) are to 
be regarded as explaining, or rather confirming, the 
statement of the verse concerning divorce. But verse 
17 belongs, as is shown by the dé, to verse 16, and is 
intended to correct the seeming Antinomianism of the 
words: 6 vojos Kat of mpopyrat péxpt ’Iwavvov, while 
the saying concerning divorce then follows without 
any connection. We have therefore no surety that 
even St. Luke intended that verses 17 and 18 should 
be taken together. As for Q, it is inconceivable that 
they stood together in that source, for St. Matthew 
presents them in complete separation in v. 18 and 
32. ‘Then again, it is more than questionable that 
St. Mark x. forms the starting-point for the version 
of the saying in Q. St. Mark says: « He who divorces 
his wife and marries another commits adultery against 
her, and likewise she that is divorced and marries 
again commits adultery.” Q says: « He who divorces 
his wife makes her an adulteress [because she will 
marry again], and the new husband also commits 
adultery.” That there is a difference here is clear, 
but it is not to be sought where Wellhausen sees it. 
According to Wellhausen, in St. Mark’s form the 
adultery lies not in the divorce but only in the 
marrying again; but this is quite improbable, for 
(1) it is opposed to the context in St. Mark (verses 
1-9), and (2) it is artificially read into the words of 
St. Mark. And _ besides, especially in an Oriental 
environment, a second marriage was sure to follow a 
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divorce. Therefore the difference between St. Mark 
and Q does not lie in this point, but rather in the 
circumstance that St. Mark declares the husband and 
the wife, if she marries again, to be guilty of adultery, 
while Q condemns the wife who marries again and her 
new husband. Yet this difference is only in appear- 
ance; Q has only left unexpressed what was self- 
evident ; according to my opinion, this writer intended 
to say: “He who divorces his wife (not only makes 
himself guilty of adultery, but besides) calls a twofold 
adultery into being: she that is divorced together 
with her new husband are guilty of adultery.” The 
saying is then one of pregnant conciseness and force ; } 
while the saying in St. Mark is feeble in comparison. 
Thus Q, section 52, is certainly not derived from St. 
Mark x. 11 f. It follows, therefore, that neither is 
Q 52 founded upon St. Mark x. 1-9, but in the most 
favourable case it must be assumed that there was in 
@ an account parallel to that of St. Mark, of which 
Q 52 formed the conclusion. Nevertheless, the verse 
requires no other context than that given in St. 
Matthew: ’EppéOy - Os amroAvcy THY Yyuvaika avTov, 
doTw avTy atooractov. Yet the context in Q could 
scarcely have been quite like this. 

These are the only passages in which St. Mark 
affords a parallel to those parts of St. Matt. v.—vii. 
which belong to Q; for the theory that St. Mark 

1 St. Matthew alone has preserved it so; St. Luke has already 
modified the first half of the saying in accordance with the form 
in St. Mark. St. Matthew, however, has also offended in that 
he has inserted rapexrds Adyou mopvetas—an interpolation which 
is self-evident, and yet, as it stands, quite out of place in the 
context. 


200 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


xi. 25 is the germ of the Lord’s Prayer may be left 
on one side.? 

If we now investigate the contents of the passages 
of the Sermon on the Mount which stood in Q 
(of the first-class sections 3-8, of the second-class 
sections 9, 10, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39, 41, 47, 49, 
51, 52), we notice scarcely anything which might 
not pass as primary tradition. But Wellhausen is 
of another opinion (vide his note on St. Matt. vy. 1 ff.). 
He finds that just as Q runs parallel to St. Mark 
in the preaching of the Baptist (the Baptism) and 
the Temptation, so is it also with the Sermon on 
the Mount, for both documents now proceed to 
give a programme of the preaching of our Lord, 
Q a manifesto which is evidently an artificial fabrica- 
tion, St. Mark (i. 15) a short and unassuming general 
summary of the ever-recurring subject of our Lord’s 
preaching. « And the difference which exists between 
the two is not simply formal but extends also to 
the subject-matter. In St. Mark our Lord’s theme 
is the same as that of the Baptist, namely, weravora— 
men are warned to repent by the rousing proclama- 
tion of the near approach of the Kingdom of God. 
In Q, on the other hand, our Lord, unlike St. John, 


1 The Lord’s Prayer does not belong to those passages which 
can almost certainly be claimed for Q; if, however, in a shorter 
form (vide section 27) it belonged to Q, it cannot have taken its 
origin from the single clause of St. Mark xi. 25, which corresponds 
to the so-called fifth petition. This clause says absolutely nothing 
about the content of the prayer, and is thus related in form not 
to St. Matt. vi. 12, but to the Saying in St. Matt. v. 23, 24 (which, 
however, is more ancient in form). Yet it of course confirms 
the genuine character of the so-called fifth petition as it is found 
in St. Matthew (vide infra for a more detailed discussion), 
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shows not the reverse but, even in the very begin- 
ning of His ministry, the obverse of the Kingdom 
of God; with it He entices men, He proclaims it 
as good tidings of great joy. He begins not with 
a stern warning to the whole Jewish nation but with 
blessing to His disciples.” 

Here we must first object that St. Matthew 
at all events did not regard the Sermon on the 
Mount as a detailed substitute for St. Mark i. 15, 
seeing that he himself has given us in a passage 
preceding the Sermon on the Mount the words 
(iv. 17): aro Tore ipEaTo 6 “Inoots Knpvooew Kal 
Aéyewv* MeTAvoElTe* HyyiKev yap y Bacirtela Tov 
ovpavov. Still less can we speak of such an inter- 
pretation of Q by St. Luke, seeing that he has 
assigned these passages of Q to a much later posi- 
tion in his gospel, indeed has distributed them 
throughout his work. And next, even according 
to Wellhausen, St. Mark i. 15 contains a flagrant 
hysteron-proteron from which St. Matthew and 
St. Luke, and therefore Q, are free; for St. Mark 
writes: “Jesus came into Galilee and preached the 
Gospel of God, saying, the time is fulfilled and the 
Kingdom of God is at hand; repent ye, and believe the 
Gospel.” When estimating the full meaning of this 
saying it does not do to pass by the mention of the 
“Gospel.” But if we take this into consideration, 
then the whole question presents a quite different 
appearance from that given it Sy Wellhausen in 
his representation of the contents of the verse in 
St. Mark. St. Mark also has from the very begin- 
ning taken up the “ message of joy” into the theme 
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of our Lord’s message; he also shows at the very 
first the “obverse” of this message, and indeed in 
a much more secondary form than is ever found 
in Q,) where the word « Gospel” never occurs. But 
it seems to me a most extraordinary proceeding 
to set the whole Sermon on the Mount, as Q has 
given it, side by side with the short sentence of 
St. Mark i. 15. The « gospel” in Q signifies the 
Beatitudes *—in fact, it is the proclamation which 
appears in Q, section 14: «Tell John what ye 
hear and see: The blind receive their sight, the 
lame walk . . . the poor receive good tidings.” 
Why should not Q be justified in setting this 
message of good tidings in the forefront in contrast 
to the message of the Baptist ? seeing, moreover, 
that its historical character cannot be disputed. 
And even if this preaching of good tidings was in 
reality more deeply set in the framework of the 
stern summons to repentance than appears in Q, 
why need we therefore regard the attractive side 
of the message as something especially secondary ? 
Again, is not the whole Sermon on the Mount 
together with the Beatitudes also a most powerful 
summons to repentance? How indeed are we to 
conceive of our Lord’s preaching of repentance ? 
It could not have consisted simply in the repetition 
of the word « repent,” it must have pictured in 
glowing colours the blessedness of conversion and 
* Wellhausen’s discussion of the significance of the word 
“Gospel” in St. Mark seems to me correct. St. Mark means by 
the word much the same as St. Paul. 


* Here, therefore, the difference from St. Mark is as great as it 
possibly can be, 
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of the new life! And this is just what we find 
in the Sermon on the Mount.! 

But a second fault is detected in this sermon: it 
must be regarded as a sermon addressed to the 
Christian community—.e. it presupposes the union of 
Christians in a distinct and compact society. This is, 
in my opinion, true of St. Matthew but not of Q. 
According to St. Matthew and St. Luke the Sermon 
on the Mount was spoken to the disciples (in the 
presence of the people) ; it was therefore so given in 
@. Now it is true that, if we stretch Q upon the 
Procrustes’ bed of chronology, a discourse to the 
disciples occupies a strange position here at the 
beginning; but, in the first place, we do not know 
whether in Q something may not have preceded the 
Sermon on the Mount, and secondly, chronological 
tests ought not to be applied to Q. Q of course did 
not begin with the end but with the beginning, nor 
did it conclude with the beginning but with the 
discourses on the Second Coming; apart from this, 
however, chronology has no further influence upon 
Q, which is simply a heterogeneous collection of dis- 
courses and sayings, for the most part bound together 
in groups. If Q was a compilation of the sayings of 
our Lord, made with the aim of giving authorita- 
tive teaching (and that principally ethical), it is not 
strange that this great discourse to the disciples was 
set in the forefront as being the most important of all. 
Certainly the Christian reader was intended to say to 


1 There is no want of sternness either in the Sermon on the 
Mount or elsewhere in Q; the “ waxdpios” stands in contrast to 
fearful warnings. 
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himself: « All the promises and commandments here 
addressed to the disciples apply to thyself,” but it 
does not necessarily follow that the compiler has 
coloured his reproduction of the sayings of our Lord 
with a view to contemporary readers. Taking first 
only the sections of Q that are certainly genuine, 
where is such colouring to be found in the Beatitudes 
(section 3) in the saying concerning the blow upon 
the cheek and the cloak that is taken (4), in the 
direction to give to him that asks (5), in the com- 
mand to love one’s enemies (6), in the Golden Rule 
(7), in the prohibition of Judging and the similitudes 
of the Mote and the Beam (8), the Good and 
Corrupt Tree (11), and the House upon the Rock 
and upon the Sand (12)? But, object Wellhausen 
and others, in the last Beatitude mention is made 
of persecutions which are also implied in the saying 
concerning love to one’s enemies. Here we come to 
a question of principle. In modern criticism of the 
Gospel narrative, it constantly happens that every- 
thing which can possibly be a hysteron-proteron 
is at once pronounced to be such with absolute 
certainty. This seems to me to be a form of criti. 
cal conscientiousness which leads to critical narrow- 
mindedness. Of course there are numbers of instances 
of hysteron-proteron in the gospels—the merest 
suggestion of practical aim or purpose leads to a 
hysteron-proteron, and the gospels follow practical 
aims—yet it by no means follows therefrom that 
saying after saying must have been coloured and 
corrected in accordance with the circumstances of 
later times. Very often the saying receives its de- 
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sired practical significance from the very context in 
which it is set without any change from the hand of 
the editor. Must it be that Jesus could not have 
said to His disciples, «Blessed are ye, when men 
revile you, and persecute you, and say all manner of 
evil against you falsely”? Surely even in the life- 
time of Jesus the disciples must have experienced 
such treatment again and again, and in the most 
varied forms; and it seems quite impossible that He 
should not have spoken about it. I confess that I 
cannot understand the objections that are usually 
made to such sayings, and in their removal, as a 
matter of principle, from the genuine sayings of our 
Lord, I discern a most serious error.! By this method 
of destructive analysis we are left at last with only 
the critic himself; for, considering the likeness which 
naturally existed between the circumstances of the first 
disciples and of the later community, it is possible 
with very little trouble to object to everything as 
hysteron-proteron. Again, in reference to the per- 
secutions which the Sermon on the Mount has in 
view, it is to be noticed that we do not read, «So 
also have they persecuted me,” but «So persecuted 
they the prophets which were before you.” 

In Q, sections 3-8, 11, 12, nothing is to be found 
which must be assigned to secondary tradition. How 
does it stand with those sections of the Sermon on 
the Mount which can only with probability be 
assigned to Q? ‘The direction, « Ask, and it shall 


1 Jt is another question whether these sayings im certain cases 
are not coloured by the circumstances of later times—this seems 
to me, of course, certain. 
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be given you,” together with the similitudes of the 
Bread and the Fish (section 28), the Light and the 
Bushel (31), the saying concerning the eye as the 
light of the body (32), the great discourse concerning 
anxiety (35), the warning against laying up treasure 
on earth (36), the Adversary and the Judge (39),1 
the Strait gate and the Narrow way (41), the Salt 
that had lost its savour (47), the warning against 
serving two masters (49), the word concerning the 
permanent obligation of the Law (51), the saying con- 
cerning divorce (52), and lastly, the Lord’s Prayer 
(27), still remain to be considered.2 In section 28 there 
is nothing that can be objected to as secondary ; it 
is, however, well worth noticing that the disciples 
also are reckoned among the movypot. We have 
already discussed (pp. 196 ff.) sections 31, 47, and 52. 
In sections 32, 35, 36, 39, 49, even the sharpest eye 
will discover nothing that Jesus could not have said. 
But on section 41 Wellhausen remarks: «The 
eschatological colouring in St. Luke disappears in 
St. Matthew here, just as it does in vi. 19. The 
strait gate is presupposed as something known, for it 
is the needle’s eye of St. Mark x. 25, as we shall see 
in St. Luke. At a still later time Jesus Himself has 
become the Door (St. John x.). From the « one gate’ 
St. Matthew passes on to the «two ways,’ leaving, 


Note the threat with which it concludes. 

? Perhaps also the word concerning the leaders of the blind 
(section 9), and the saying that the disciple is not above his 
master (10). St. Luke has both sayings in his Sermon on the 
Plain ; St. Matthew has the first in chap. xy., the second in the 
charge to the disciples in chap. x, (this may have been its original 
position). 
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however, the ‘gate’ in the singular and reserving it for 
the ‘narrow way —if Lachmann’s reading of vii. 13, 
which I have followed in my translation, is correct. 
The favourite Jewish metaphor of the ‘two ways’ is 
not derived from some such foreign source as the Greek 
legend of Hercules, but from Ps. i. 6, and originally 
from Jer. xxi. 8.” I gladly agree with the last remark, 
and am only sorry that there is in these days need to 
make it; but I cannot follow Wellhausen in what 
precedes. I can neither hold the text of St. Luke for 
the more original (vide supra, pp. 67 f.), nor does 
it seem to me permissible to bring in the “needle’s 
eye” here. The “gate” and the “way” need, in 
my opinion, no interpretation: every one must at 
once understand what they mean, seeing especially 
that they are sufficiently explained by “the many” 
and “the few.” The eschatological colouring is, 
moreover, clear enough in the version of Q (St. 
Matthew), and nothing secondary can be found in 
the simile that is used. 

In the saying of section 51 concerning the per- 
manent obligation of the Law, @ has given expres- 
sion to our Lord’s attitude towards the Law. We 
may not interpret this saying as pointing to an 
ultimate abolition of the Law, for the emphasis 
does not lie upon this point—on the contrary, the 
meaning is that the Law abides as long as heaven 
and earth abide. ‘There is no ground for disputing 
that this was really what our Lord meant; and yet 
in St. Mark no such saying is to be found—on the 
contrary, it is written in St. Mark xiii. 30: « Heaven 
and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not 
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pass away.” If it is proposed to bring this saying 
into comparison with the saying in Q—and it is 
almost impossible to avoid doing so—there can then 
be no doubt where the secondary traits are to be 
found. 

There still remains the Lord’s Prayer. Whether 
it ever stood in Q is, as we have already shown, ques- 
tionable, and its original form is a matter of contro- 
versy. If we follow the short form which we have 
given above, the character of a common prayer, and 
in a certain sense of a stereotyped prayer, still re- 
mains. But it is far too hasty a proceeding because 
of this to regard the tradition as secondary. Even 
according to St. Mark our Lord directs His disciples 
to pray, and I doubt whether in the East a prophet 
or teacher has ever given directions concerning prayer 
without giving a pattern prayer. Wellhausen re- 
marks: “Jesus could not give to His disciples a 
stereotyped form for congregational prayer, because 
they did not yet form a congregation ” (« Einl.,” s. 87). 
But does it follow that the Lord’s Prayer is a con- 
gregational prayer because it is a common prayer ? 
and did there not exist among the companions of our 
Lord a close bond of discipleship which even during 
his lifetime united them in a common life? Our 
knowledge of the nature of the common fellowship that 
existed in this circle of disciples must be far more 


} The sayings concerning the leaders of the blind, and that the 
disciple is not above his master and must expect no other fortune 
than he (sections 9, 10), arouse no justifiable suspicion. A sceptic 
will suspect a hysteron-proteron in the second saying—on the 
presupposition that our Lord could have said nothing which might 
also refer to the circumstances of a later time. 
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detailed before we can have the least justification for 
asserting the impossibility of a prayer being given 
them by our Lord. It may, of course, be admitted 
that the Lord’s Prayer in the form given in St. 
Matthew, and indeed even in St. Luke, is liturgical in 
character, and is accordingly a congregational prayer ; 
but this does not hold good of the short form. This 
form, in my opinion, presents nothing that can be 
objected to in point of genuineness. 

Judged in detail and as a whole, all that is pre- 
sented as teaching of our Lord in the Sermon on the 
Mount bears the stamp of unalloyed genuineness. It 
is astonishing that at a time when St. Paul was 
actively engaged in his mission, and when the pro- 
blem of apologetics and the controversy concerning 
the Law were burning questions, the teaching of our 
Lord should have been still so clearly and distinctly 
preserved in the memory of Christians in the simple 
force of its essentially ethical character. 


The didascalia given in the Sermon on the Mount 
were immediately followed in Q by the story of the 
Centurion at Capernaum (section 13). How little the 
compiler of Q cared for chronology is seen from the 
words in which our Lord here looks back upon a 
fairly long period of ministry. Wellhausen (« Matt.,” 
s. 36) is of opinion that Q here, in. strong contrast to 
St. Mark, lays the greatest emphasis upon the miracle 
wrought simply by a word and at a distance, and, 
moreover, he thinks that the centurion may be a 
duplicate of Jairus. In regard to the latter point, 
the stories seem to me far too different to allow 

Oo 
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of the experiment of deriving one from the other; 
but Wellhausen’s first assertion demands detailed 
examination.! 

(1) When we consider the import of this section in 
the context of Q, we cannot but wonder that it stands 
in Q at all if its point lies in the miracle. On this 
supposition it falls out of the sphere of Q, which is 
elsewhere a compilation of discourses.? 

(2) If one looks more closely one sees that the 
point of the narrative does not lie in the miracle 
of healing, but in the great faith of the heathen 
centurion (just as in the story of the Canaanitish 
woman) in the unlimited power of our Lord; for it 
is the word of our Lord testifying to this faith, not 
the word of healing, which forms the climax of the 
narrative. The word of healing comes in haltingly at 
the close nm St. Matthew, and is not even mentioned in 
St. Luke. 

(3) This in itself is decisive enough, but we may 
perhaps proceed a step further. We have above 
(p. 77) left the question open as to the conclusion 
of this section in Q. St. Matthew concludes it much 
in the same way as the story of the Canaanitish 
woman: kat erev 6 ‘Incous To EKATOVTADXN . 
[Uraye], we émicrevoas yernOijrw cor: Kat iaOy 6 Tais 
év TH @pa exeiy. St. Luke writes quite summarily 
(and with three participles, thus in his own style): 
kal vmoorpépartes es TOV olkov of Teupbevres edpov 

} We may at the same time question whether St. Mark really 
would have rejected a miracle wrought at a distance (vide the 
Canaanitish woman), 


2 In the Beelzebub section the miracle only gives the occasion 
of a long and most significant discourse of our Lord, 
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Tov dovAoy vyialvovra. Not a single word in these two 
conclusions is identical. 'This is very strange. What 
then may we suppose was the conclusion of Q? We 
cannot tell. Since this is so, it seems to me to be not 
too bold an hypothesis to assume that in Q either 
nothing at all was said about the cure, or that in this 
source there stood something quite different from 
what we read in St. Mattliew and St. Luke. Either 
alternative is possible, and not improbable ;+ it is at 
all events certain that the concluding verse, both in 

_ St. Matthew and also in St. Luke, is suspicious. 
Neither is it surprising that they have both inde- 
pendently of one another given the story the con- 
clusion which we now read. 

If the point of this passage lies in a short saying 
of our Lord, in which He testifies to the receptivity 
of a Gentile, and if the miraculous cure takes a 
secondary place, having been either not narrated at 
all or described in some other form, then there is 
nothing strange in the fact that the narrative occurs 
in Q,? nor can it be described as containing tradition 
which is secondary to that of St. Mark. The Baptist 
had already proclaimed in warning tones that God 
could raise up from the stones children to Abraham, 
and the story of the Canaanitish woman (St. Mark) 
affords an important parallel to our section. 


1 In the case of the Canaanitish woman, our Lord also shows 
reluctance in performing the cure, 

2 Wernle (‘‘Synoptische Frage,” s, 232) thinks that we are 
forced to conclude that the section was interpolated in Q at a 
later time, seeing that it conflicts with the Judaistic tendency of 
Q; but Q does not bear the traces of a Judaism which would not 
allow the expression of such appreciation of faith in a Gentile. 
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The passages in the gospels referring to the sending 
forth of the disciples contain much tradition of a 
secondary character, but it does not therefore follow 
that the event itself is impossible or improbable how- 
ever certain it is that we have here an intermixture 
of later elements. Wellhausen says (« Mark.,” s. 46, on 
St. Mark vi. 7 ff): «The twelve only make an ex- 
periment, and afterwards are just as dependent and 
passive as before, although the experiment is a success. 
In fact, Jesus did not institute experimental missions 
as an exercise for His seminary.” But the fact of the 
sending forth of the disciples itself is too strongly 
attested by the twofold tradition in St. Mark and Q to 
allow of its being summarily rejected, nor is it in itself 
improbable that our Lord thought that, in the short 
space of time allowed Him, He must provide for the 
widest possible circulation of His message of the near 
approach of the Kingdom. Yet we are not here con- 
cerned with the fact itself; the question for us is only 
the relationship of the account in Q to the account in 
St. Mark. They are, partly in subject-matter, partly 
almost verbally, identical, and are combined together 
in St. Matthew, but in St. Luke (chaps. ix. and X.) 
they are kept apart from one another. In the 
parallel sections where the text of Q can no longer be 
ascertained with certainty (therefore they are included 
in brackets in our construction of the text), the chief 
difference is that St. Mark allows a staff and sandals, 
while Q does not. The version of St. Mark seems to 
me to reflect a relaxation which had arisen in actual 
practice. In Q the missionary charge to the disciples 
was preceded by the story of two men, of whom one 
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offered himself as a disciple and the other wished first 
to bury his father (section 17). It is related for the 
sake of the two sayings of our Lord that it contains, 
in the former of which the expression «Son of Man” 
is found for the first time in Q. The sayings bear 
the stamp of perfect genuineness. Then followed 
(section 18) the saying concerning the greatness of the 
harvest and the paucity of labourers. Wellhausen 
(« Matt.,” s. 44) remarks: «'The harvest elsewhere is 
the end of the world, and the reapers are the angels. 
If by the lord of the harvest we must understand that 
God is signified, then the prayer does not quite corre- 
spond with the active intervention of Jesus who, in 
what follows, Himself sends forth the reapers.” This 
objection has some weight—however, it does not seem 
to me to be decisive against the originality of the 
tradition: the simile of the harvest can well have 
been variously applied by our Lord Himself.—In the 
missionary charge to the disciples there would be a 
most important difference between St. Mark and Q 
if it were true that the former speaks only of the 
private mission in houses, while Q speaks also of the 
mission in cities. Wellhausen (« Luk.,” s. 49) says: 
«The public mission in the cities is later than the 
secret mission in the house, just as the reception into 
the city is later than that into the house. Accord- 
ingly St. Mark, who speaks only of the house, has the 
priority over Q; for it is not doubtful, and is indeed 
correctly recognised by St. Matthew, that St. Mark 
vi. 7 ff. and St. Luke x. 1 ff. are variants which must 
be compared together.” But in Q the mission to the 
cities did not stand in the place of the mission in the 
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house, both stood together side by side. This is not re- 
dundant, nor is it in the strictest sense tautologous. The 
horizon of our Lord’s missionary outlook included cities 
as well as households, vide the Woe against Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum. We cannot therefore see 
why directions concerning the mission in cities should 
be later in date than those concerning the mission in 
the houses; in practice, as is shown by the most 
ancient records, both phases of the mission coincided | 
in point of time. But the whole presupposition that 
the mission in the cities is wanting in St. Mark is 
to me very questionable. According to Wellhausen 
there is in St. Mark vi. 10, 11, no difference between 
oikia and Td7ros, this however is not, in my opinion, the 
interpretation that first suggests itself, rather tdzros, 
as usual, signifies « city,” but the mission in the city and 
in the house are conceived as one and the same; and 
thus no real difference can be discovered here between 
St. Mark and Q.—The warning in Q, that it would 
be more tolerable for Sodom in the Judgment than 
for the perverse cities (section 22), presents no diffi- 
culty.—I pass by section 24 (vide supra).—In section 
34° Q proclaims that words spoken against the Son of 
Man will be forgiven; this is wanting in St. Mark. 
This fact is in favour of the priority of Q; Well- 
hausen’s argument to the contrary (“ Matt.,” s. 62 f.) is 
not convincing. In section 34*, which otherwise shows 
all the signs of the earliest tradition, it is possible 
that the duty of confession of the person of Jesus 
may be a secondary trait; but it is not necessary to 
suppose this, and the promise: «I will acknowledge 
Him in the presence of the angels of God” (thus at 
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the Judgment), sounds very primitive. The same 
must be said of section 38: it is possible to regard 
it as a vaticinium ex eventu ; but why might not our 
Lord foretell the result of His preaching, seeing that 
other prophets have made similar predictions? He 
must have seen how that even in His lifetime His 
preaching had brought division into families and had 
separated those who were nearest to one another. I 
pass by the closely related section 45, because it is not 
quite certain that it belongs to Q.—In section 46 
(Bearing the cross) we have probably a hysteron- 
proteron,’ but certainly a primitive one. The saying 
concerning the finding and losing of the soul (section 
47) presents no difficulty. 

These passages which we have here discussed briefly 
have some other parallels in our second gospel, apart 
from St. Mark vi. 7-11. St. Mark also writes, 
parallel to section 34* (iv. 22): ob ydp érrw xpuTror, 
av my wa pavepwOy’ ode éyévero amroxpupov, adn’ va 
€AOy ets Pavepoy (this looks like a translation-variant 
of an identical Semitic text), again parallel to section 
46 (viii. 34): ef Tig O€Aee Oricw pov EdOeiv, arrapyn- 
cacOw éavToy Kat apaTw TOV eTaVpOY aUTOU Kat akoXov- 
Oeirw wot, again parallel to section 57 (viii. 35): O¢ 
éav OéAy Thy uxay TOTAL, aTroAdte avTyv' Os 0° av 


1 The hypothesis of a reference to the custom that one con- 
demned to be crucified was compelled to bear the transverse beam 
of his cross is, of course, not satisfactory. On the other hand, we 
may perhaps conjecture, as Reinach has lately pointed out again, 
that the crucifixion of the righteous man, in accordance with the 
well-known passage in Plato and Ps. xxii., had become a typical 
and widely spread conception. Yet much is still wanting to 
establish this hypothesis, 
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amoN€cet Thy Wuyay avTov évexev éuotd Kal roo 
evayyeXtov, cece avriy, lastly, parallel to section 
24—yet this saying did not perhaps occur in Q at all 
—(ix. 37): Os dy éué déynrat, otk éue déxerar adAa 
Tov amooreAavra pe. Nowhere here does Q show 
itself secondary to St. Mark, indeed the contrary is 
the case; for the anachronistic addition, évexev éuot 
Kat Tov earyyeAlov, is foreign to Q.—Hence in these 
commandments to the disciples Q is neither dependent 
upon St. Mark nor secondary when compared with 
that gospel. It is not surprising that identical sayings 
should be found here and in St. Mark; for these 
directions of our Lord certainly stood in the forefront 
of tradition, and could not but be received into every 
compilation thereof. 


There now follows the great discourse concerning 
the Baptist (sections 14, 15), occasioned by the ques- 
tion brought by a deputation of St. John’s disciples ; 
to this there is no parallel in St. Mark. The story, 
together with the discourse, is so important, and 
bears at the same time so clearly the stamp of 
genuineness—in the first place because of the candid 
admission of the doubt of St. J ohn ; then because our 
Lord’s ministry of healing appears as His characteristic 
work ? (thus involving the near approach of the King- 
dom of God); and lastly, because, together with a 
most valuable account of the Baptist, we have here 
from the mouth of our Lord an appreciation of his 
person and mission. Only the words, 6 8é LikpoTepos 

1 The considerations which Wellhausen adyances in order to 


prove the probability that the words are to be understood allegori- 
cally, do not seem to me to have much force, 
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ev ty Baccia Tov Oeot peiCwv avrov értw, look like 
a hysteron-proteron (from the standpoint of the 
Christian community); whether they are really so 
cannot be ascertained, for we do not know how far 
our Lord went in this direction. In St. Matthew it 
is indeed very probable that Baci\ela tov Oeov has 
much the same significance as éxxAyoia, but can we 
say the same of Q? Now follows the passage with 
the wonderful comparison between children at play 
and the nation which advanced such peevish claims 
upon its leaders. Wellhausen presses the double 7\Oev 
in section 15, and argues: “'The tenses for John and 
Jesus are exactly the same. If then John here be- 
_longs to the past, so also does Jesus.” If this kind 
of argument is intended to prove that the discourse 
_ belongs to a later time than that of our Lord, I do 
not understand it. Our Lord’s ministry had already 
lasted a considerable time, and His life (in contrast 
to that of St. John) was in the full view of the public 
eye. Why then could He not have spoken as He 
speaks here? or, rather, in what other way would 
Wellhausen have Him speak? This discourse also, in 
my opinion, bears both as a whole and in detail the 
stamp of originality. There is nothing that can be 
said against it, except that it may possibly be a hysteron- 
proteron, but that is no objection at all; the less so 
seeing that the words “ édou avOpwros paryos Kal olvo- 
aotns” do not exactly suggest the prevalence here of 
later tradition. It is also a good sign that nothing 
is recorded concerning the result of the question of 
St. John, so that the Baptist is, as it were, left in a 
state of doubt. 
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It is possible that section 23 (the Woe against the 
cities) now followed in Q. The « duvamets ai ryevomevat 
ev uuiv” are what make the cities so inexcusable. It 
is the same idea upon which emphasis is laid in the 
answer to St. John in the preceding section (the acts 
of our Lord compel faith; if in spite of these He is 
rejected, the reason can only be hardness of heart) ; 
also the statement that Tyre and Sidon would have 
repented is to be compared with section 30. We 
thus perceive that these sections are closely bound 
together, so far as their subject-matter is concerned, 
by one and the same idea. 


The following section (25), the great thanksgiving 
to the Father, is at present regarded by many 
critics as altogether secondary, indeed as a Christian 
hymn. I cannot bring myself to agree with them, 
and I am glad to see that Schmiedel also judges 
otherwise (“ Das vierte Evangelium,” 1906, s. 48 ff.). 
As to whether the section is genuine word for word, 
who is there that can assert this and who can prove 
it? But it can be shown that it contains concep- 
tions which fit in with our Lord’s genuine sphere of 
thought. We do not know when it was that these 
words of exulting joy were uttered. They stand 
in sharp contrast to the preceding section. Our 
Lord here thanks the Father that He has never- 
theless met with success—success for His message and 
in His teaching (for “tadra” can only mean this)— 
and that among the simple folk. The rejection 
on the part of the wise and prudent, and the rejec- 
tion of these prudent ones by our Lord, are traits 
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which are certainly neither unhistorical nor abnormal 
(they find their echo in St. Paul’s first epistle to the 
Corinthians). If, however, “ ratvra” signifies « know- 
ledge” or « doctrine,” the meaning also of « zavra” 
is thus fixed—it signifies, as indeed we see from what 
follows, «the knowledge of God.” Wellhausen is 
correct in saying: “In this context there is no 
reference made to power but to knowledge, to insight 
into divine things, to the true nature of religion. 
All doctrine and all knowledge is with the Jews 
‘rapadocts,’ the mapadocts, however, of Jesus pro- 
ceeds directly from God, not from men.” Our Lord 
here uses the word « Ilarip *__most probably not 
“ratip wov”—just as in the introduction “ zarep 
KUple TOU oUpavou kat Ths vis ‘The absolute use of 
«the Father, the Son” is likewise found in St. Mark 
(xiii. 32) and is accordingly no sign of the secondary 
character of Q as compared with St. Mark. The 
conclusion: «No man hath knowledge of the Father 
except the Son, and to whomsoever the Son will 
reveal Him,” says nothing about an “eternal” 
relationship between the Father and the Son, but 
simply expresses an historical fact. It does not 
lie beyond the line which is drawn in St. Matt. 
xiii. 16, 17 (duey waxaptor of opOarpol, bre Brérovoew 
xTA.), in St. Matt. xi. 9-11 (concerning the Baptist), 
and in St. Matt. xii. 38 ff (a greater than 
Jonah and Solomon). The union in this exultant 
thanksgiving of elements of ecstatic elevation, of 
which individual examples can be found elsewhere, 
is no sign of secondariness—or is Jesus the only one 
to whom we may not ascribe ecstatic utterance such 
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as one expects from every great prophet? The 
saying thus contains nothing that can be objected 
to, and may therefore be used as one of the 
most important sources of our knowledge of the 
personality of our Lord. In St. Mark we find 
parallels to separate traits of the saying, but no 
parallel to the whole; this evangelist with his 
restless and hasty temperament was incapable of 
reproducing such an utterance. 


The Beelzebub section (29), which is given not 
for the sake of the miracle of healing but of the 
discourse, has a parallel in St. Mark; in St. Matthew 
and St. Luke the Markan text is so intermingled 
with Q that one can only make certain of remnants 
of the latter source ‘There is an inclination to 
discover secondary traits in Q in the clause: apa 
épOacev ed’ vas 9 Bacirela roo Ocov, and in the 
saying: 6 py Ov mer’ éuod Kat’ éuod ear, Kal 6 
yn guvaywy mer’ éuod oKopTiCet, for in the former 
the Kingdom is described as already present; and 
in the latter there is a proclamation of the dogma 
“extra ecclesiam nulla salus,” so that it is less 
original than St. Mark ix. 40 (“He who is not 


1 For further detail vide Excursus I.—The continuation of 
this saying in St. Matt. (xi, 28-30) is regarded by many critics 
as its real continuation. But if it is so, and if it stood in Q, why 
has St. Luke omitted it? It was just what would have appealed 
tohim. Besides, its connection with verses 25-27 is rather super- 
ficial than essential. The question of its genuineness is not 
affected by the decision that it is independent of the preceding 
verses. 

® This is especially so at the beginning. 
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against you is for you”*). But St. Mark also says, 
if indeed only indirectly (iii. 27), that the kingdom 
of Satan is drawing to its close, because the « strong 
man” is now bound; the direct statement ought 
not to be treated in contrast as a later develop- 
ment of the thought. In regard to the following 
saying, no one has yet thoroughly ascertained its 
connection with its context in St. Matthew and 
St. Luke; it is therefore still less possible to say 
what was intended by the saying in Q. I do not see 
why we must suppose that the saying implies “extra 
ecclesiam nulla salus.” Even if, as_ is probable, 
cuvaye and cxoprifew are to be interpreted in 
accordance with the metaphor of a flock (cvvayew 
is also used of grain [section 1] in the discourse 
of the Baptist), yet these are well-known prophetic 
termini technici for the leading of Israel to God 
and their alienation from Him, into which we have 
no right without special reasons to read an ecclesias- 
tical significance, even if St. Matthew thus understood 
them. Moreover, our Lord certainly more than 
once spoke of His own ouvayew. We had better 
neglect altogether a comparison of this saying with the 
seemingly contradictory saying of St. Mark ix. 40 
(St. Luke has both sayings); for these sayings occur 
in different contexts and could both of them have 
been quite well spoken by our Lord. If, however, 
it is thought that we must not desert the principle 
of the critical school, which in such cases aims at 
unification, then we may well ask whether the more 
original saying is not the one which is exclusive 


1 According to D. The Greek codices have the first person, 
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and which does not transfer to the disciples the pre- 
rogative of Jesus. Arguments at least can be brought 
forward on either side, hence: « non liquet ” ! Lastly, 
in the passage which is appended in Q, the ironical 
criticism of the results of exorcisms is so paradoxical, 
so singular, and without all « Gospel” significance, 
that no one will dispute its originality. 

The section concerning the sign of Jonah (30), if 
we only remove the artful interpolation in St. Matthew, 
is of peculiar simplicity and force. This evil and 
adulterous generation must repent, and if in frivolity 
it seeks for signs, it receives only the preacher of re- 
pentance, as did the Ninevites—yet a greater than 
Jonah; nevertheless it abides unrepentant. What 
objection can one wish to make against the genuine- 
ness of this discourse ? 2 

The sections which now follow, 33, 43 (the Woe 
against the Pharisees and the announcement of judg- 
ment upon Jerusalem), 56 (the warning against 
false Messiahs; the discourse concerning the Parousia), 
58 (Whosoever hath, to him shall be given), 37 (The 
coming of the Son of Man as a thief in the night ; 
the faithful and unfaithful steward), and 59 (The 
disciples will judge the twelve tribes), so far as we 
can judge, formed the conclusion of Q2 Section 58 

? The story of the refusal of the demand for a sign also stands 
in St. Mark (viii. 11 f.), but in an entirely independent form, which 
cannot have been the source of Q. St. Mark Says nothing of the 
sign of Jonah in the reply with which the demand was dismissed 
—a trait which with its bitter irony cannot have been invented, 
Tn St, Matthew it is transformed, because in its summary plainness 
it seemed to the evangelist insufficient and unsuitable, 


? And also the two parables of the Great Supper and of the 
Talents, if they really stood in Q (vide supra, pp. 119 ff.), 
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is also found in St. Mark (iv. 25). Sections 33, 34, 
have been discussed above (pp. 103 ff., 168 ff.). The 
flagrant anachronism, which Wellhausen thinks must 
be accepted in the case of Zacharias, is in all probability 
not to be laid to the charge of Q. Sections 33, 43, 
are already eschatological in character; the same is 
true of 56, 37, 58, 59. The warning against false 
Messiahs in section 56 may be an anachronism; but 
this does not mean that it ts one. Otherwise they all 
bear the stamp of genuineness, and stand in brilliant 
contrast to the detailed eschatological discourses in St. 
Mark, The promise to the Twelve that they would 
rule Israel after the Parousia, most clearly shows the 
Jewish horizon. Q has transmitted no discourses 
concerning the Passion. 


There now remain only the isolated sayings—26, 
40, 42, 44, 48, 50, 53, 54,55. We can no longer dis- 
cover their position in Q. If in St. Matthew section 
26 stands in place of St. Mark iv. 13 (reproach of 
the disciples), this implies nothing for Q, seeing that 
St. Luke has the saying in a quite different place 
(x. 23°, 24). The saying itself shows no trace of 
later colouring, neither do the three parables of the 
Mustard Seed, the Leaven, and the Lost Sheep in 
sections 40 and 48; they give rather the impression 
of exquisite originality..—The saying that the Gentiles 
would sit at meat with the Patriarchs in the Kingdom 


1 Vide Jiilicher “Gleichnisse II.” s, 569 ff., 314 ff.—The parable 
of the Mustard Seed, which also stands in St. Mark (iv. 30-32), 
is somewhat shorter and more concise in Q than in the second 
gospel, 
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of God, while the sons of the Kingdom would be cast 
out (section 42), presents a thought similar to that of 
the Baptist’s warning. The sympathy with the Gen- 
tiles does not pass beyond the bounds which the 
prophets of the Old Testament had already reached ; 
the figure of the feast is genuinely Jewish—_The 
saying concerning pride (section 44) is also found in 
St. Mark.—The statement concerning the position of 
the Law and the Prophets in the history of religion 
(section 50), and the saying combined with it wherein 
the epoch “from John until now” is marked off, 
arouse the suspicion of later composition; but the 
three stages, « Prophets, John, Jesus,” are also dis- 
tinguished in section 14, and there the genuineness 
of the distinction can scarcely be disputed. Here 
again we have no means of judging with certainty 
what our Lord could say and could not say, strange 
though this marking off of a period « from the days 
of John until now” may seem (the saying must have 
been spoken after the death of the Baptist, and also 
stands in St. Luke at a very much later point than 
section 14). Besides, it is difficult to ascertain the 
wording and the significance of the saying. Does it 
mean that the Prophets and the Law lasted until 
John, or that they prophesied until John? Has 
“they lasted” the same signification as « they were 
in force,” or as “no more new prophets appeared ” ? 
What is meant by « The Kingdom of God is taken by 
storm”? and who are those « who take it by storm ” ? 
The original character of the expression is a strong 
guarantee for the genuineness of the saying itself. No 
more can be said.—The short saying, “It is necessary 
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that offences come, but woe unto the man through 
whom they come,” is wanting in clearness, because 
we do not know in what context it stood inQ. Is 
Judas referred to (scarcely so), or has the saying a 
general significance >—The twofold command in sec- 
tion 54, in which each half is quite independent of 
the other, is an excellent example of the way in which 
St. Matthew has made Q serve ends which are foreign 
to that source. Q said: (1) One ought to correct the 
sinning brother—by this means one may be able to 
save a brother; again, Q taught (2) that one ought 
without limitation to forgive personal injuries at the 
hand of a brother. St. Matthew has here introduced 
the community, and has established a rule of ecclesi- 
astical discipline. Cases of sin, injury, and wrong 
were certainly not of rare occurrence in the circle of 
the disciples, and there is no reason why our Lord 
should not have expressed Himself concerning their 
treatment. Besides, we have instances of the kind in 
St. Mark.—The last saying which remains is section 
55. St. Mark has also transmitted it Gt 22, 23) : 

exere aiotw Oeod. auay Aéyw U upiv, Ort Os dy ely TH 
Opet TOUT" apOnre Kat PrriOnre eis Thy Oadaccay, Kal 
wn SeaxpeOh év Kkapsig avTov, aAAa moreuy, ort 
0 Aare yiverat, érrat ait). No one can ever 
prove that this version of the saying is preferable 
to that of Q (éay eXNTE mloTW WS KOKKOY cWaTrews, 
epeire TH Opel TOUTH* metaBa évOev éxei, kat meTaBy- 
CeTAl). 


This comparison of Q and St. Mark, as well as our 
examination of the subject-matter of Q, have in no 
P 
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instance led us to conclude that Q is dependent upon 
St. Mark, and scarcely ever to acknowledge that Q, 
from the historical point of view, is inferior to St. 
Mark; in several instances, indeed, they have con- 
vinced us of the superiority of the former to the 
latter. There exists, of course, a relationship between 
Q and St. Mark, even a literary relationship, but it 
is confined to only a few sections and is evidently 
indirect—i.e. both have received and delivered some 
tradition in the same fixed form, but as a rule in a 
different translation. The dependence of St. Mark 
upon Q—for if there exists a relationship of direct 
dependence between the two this would be the only 
possible hypothesis—is also difficult to establish; for 
this assumption is nowhere demanded, and the attitude 
of St. Mark towards Q would in this case be almost 
unintelligible. Whether St. Mark had knowledge of 
much that has been taken up into Q, whether, more- 
over, he betrays this knowledge in some passages of 
his work, whether behind St. Mark (and known to 
him) there did not lie compilations of sayings of our 
Lord that had strong points of similarity with Q, are 
different questions which might well be answered in | 
the affirmative; but that this evangelist made use of 
Q, no one will be able to prove. The most striking 
instance of relationship between the two—the simi- 
larity in the order in the opening sections of each— 
need not be in any way a literary relationship, as 
we have already remarked, but is explained from 
the customary order of catechetical instruction in 
the apostolic epoch. The Galilean horizon, within 
which Q seems to move more exclusively than 


7 rns 
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St. Mark, must be simply accepted as an historical 
fact. 


1 This definition of the relationship between Q and St. Mark 
agrees essentially with that of Holtzmann, Wernle, Bousset (in a 
review of Wellhausen’s Hinleitung in the ‘Theol. Rundschau”’), 
and of Jiilicher; but Jiilicher (Hinleitung®, s. 320 ff.) believes 
that he is compelled to make some important concessions to Well- 
hausen’s criticism. He finds that this scholar has shown that it 
is extremely probable that the edition of Q used by St. Matthew and 
St. Luke was posterior in time to St. Mark. In support of this 
theory, he adduces the story of the Temptation, of the centurion 
at Capernaum (healing at a distance, which it is implied pre- 
supposes a more developed craving for the miraculous than the 
simple stories of healing in St. Mark), the “undoubtedly later” 
version in Q of the saying: ‘‘ Whosoever is not with Me, &c.,”’ also 
of the saying concerning blasphemy, and of the saying concerning 
light. In these cases, however, he assumes no literary dependence. 
There is, of course, nothing against St. Mark’s having sometimes 
given a tradition in a more original form than Q, but among the 
instances given—they have been already discussed above—I can 
recognise scarcely one of which this is true. The saying concern- 
ing blasphemy in Q, when compared with St. Mark, does not seem 
secondary ; the “light” in Q had no reference to the disciples (this 
reference was first introduced by St. Matthew); whether the two 
sayings, “He that is not with Me is against Me,” and ‘‘ He that 
is not against you is for you,” ought to be confronted with one 
another at all is doubtful, and even if they are so confronted, the 
decision as regards priority is uncertain; in other places, at all 
events, the latter trait counts as the more original. The pericope 
concerning the centurion has its point not in the healing at a 
distance but in the faith of the Gentile, and the story of the 
Temptation in St. Mark most probably presupposes a fuller de- 
scription and one which differed from that of Q. Jiilicher then 
(s. 821 f.) proceeds to sketch a conjectural history of the origin 
of Q, in which he holds a development by successive steps as 
probable; at a distinct moment in the history of this development 
the plan of St. Mark is supposed to have influenced Q; on the 
other hand, it seems natural, indeed quite necessary, to explain 
St. Mark’s neglect of so many important discourses of our Lord 
from the circumstance that a compilation of discourses was already 
in the hands of the faithful. ‘‘ Accordingly Q would be both older 
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Chronological arrangement in detail should not be 
looked for in Q. Except in the introduction and in 
the collection of eschatological discourses at the close, 
the prevailing arrangement is an arrangement accord- 
ing to subject-matter, and probably even this does 
not hold good everywhere. The choice of material 
and its arrangement were determined by the needs of 
Christian teaching—more especially of ethical teach- 
ing—though by no means exclusively, for in these 
sayings and discourses the relation of Jesus to all 
powers in heaven and earth comes to expression. 
They are Adyor ’Iycov,' which give a clear impression 
of His message in all its manifold aspects. The 
« Suvamers” are presupposed, but not narrated. Q in 
character occupies the mean position between an 
amorphous collection of sayings of our Lord and the 
definite literary form of the written gospels, and so 
prepared the way for the latter. Q could not have 
and younger than St. Mark; however, the common elements of 
St. Mark and Q are so slight in extent and in importance, that 
it is simply not worth while to take up again and again the hope- 
less task of knitting together a linen and a silken texture—both of 
which indeed are something far more than mere collections of 
separate threads.” I entirely agree with the last remark, also 
with the premise that Q grew by separate stages; but I consider 
it unnecessary to assume that St. Mark influenced Q at a definite 
moment in its development. Absolutely the only evidence for 
this hypothesis is found at the beginning of Q, and this is not 
sufficient. 

1 To characterise Q as a mixture of discourses and narratives 
would be incorrect. Apart from the story of the Temptation, 
which serves as a prelude, in the other six narratives the story 
serves only as an introduction to the discourse. This is especially 
obvious in the story of the centurion, in the Testimony of our 


Lord concerning the Baptist, and in the Beelzebub section. Nor 
is it otherwise with the other three narratives (sections 17, 30, 54), 
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first come into existence after the time that the 
gospel-type—sayings, miracles, and Passion, proof of 
Messiahship—had been created by St. Mark; for Q 
cannot possibly be regarded as a completion of St. 
Mark’s gospel, and the gospel-type, after it had once 
arisen, established itself with sovereign authority (com- 
pare the apocryphal with the canonical gospels). 

An inquiry into the character of the subject-matter 
of Q will confirm this verdict. I shall attempt in 
what follows to summarise the main characteristics 
of the contents of Q. 

The great sermons, which take up so much of the 
space and form the principal part of Q (corresponding 
to St. Matt. v.—vil., x.), comprise directions to the dis- 
ciples (first in presence of the people, then privately). 
Everywhere where the interests of Christological 
apology did not as yet preponderate, the interest in 
the commandments of Jesus stood in the foreground. 
We can see that this is so from the time of St. Paul 
to Justin, but we can trace it still further. Naturally 
the Christians set themselves in the place of the dis- 
ciples, and applied to themselves what was once said 
to these. And yet we find in Q very few traces of 
conscious or unconscious modification of the sayings. 
Ecclesiastical organisation and the Church, as St. 
Matthew knows them, do not appear in Q. The 
sayings apply to the individual even when they are 
addressed to a multitude. The controversy of Chris- 
tianity with Judaism as between two distinct religious 
principles, the opposition of the old and new precepts, 
are wanting; only in reference to divorce does Jesus 


go beyond the Law. Elsewhere it is said that the 
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Law abides so long as heaven and earth remain. 
The Jewish horizon and Jewish sentiment are also 
shown in the fact that the bliss of the Kingdom of 
God is pictured ‘as a sitting at meat with Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, and in the promise to the apostles 
that they should rule the twelve tribes of Israel. But 
the opposition to the present generation in Israel, to 
the «evil and adulterous generation,” which would 
bend the men of God to its will, and the conflict 
against its spiritual rulers the Pharisees, are nowhere 
more sharply brought out than in this source. The 
children of the Kingdom will be cast out; weeping 
and gnashing of teeth await them; it will be more 
tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrha than for Chorazin, 
Bethsaida, and Capernaum, and a fearful Woe js 
launched against the Pharisees. The expression of 
friendliness towards the Gentiles—who in place of 
the children of the Kingdom will feast with Abraham 
—fits without difficulty into the picture, or rather 
offers no greater difficulty than earlier utterances of 
a similar purport found in the Prophets. The same 
remarks apply to the emphasis laid upon the faith of 
the Gentile centurion. The commandments in detail, 
though they are so different and so manifold, never- 
theless breathe one and the same spirit—a spirit one 
in its austere assertion of the unique claim of good- 
ness, in its recognition of the absolute sovereignty of 
Good—that is, of God—in the heart, a spirit which 
declares itself in humility, in trustful prayer, in love 


1 The Law and the Prophets. The latter stand in the foreground, 
Their lot to suffer persecution is the point upon which our Lord 
lays special stress, vide sections 3, 33, 43. 
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and placability, in the renunciation of earthly rights, 
earthly goods, and earthly cares, and lastly, in the 
readiness to suffer. Neither is there lacking a sense 
of the necessity of repentance; for this is implicit in 
all these commandments (vide supra, pp. 201 f.), and 
is, moreover, strongly emphasised in section 30 (cf. 
23). Taken as a whole, we have here our Lord’s 
own rule of life and all His promises—a summary of 
genuine ordinances transforming the life, such as is 
not to be found elsewhere in the Gospel. Their 
nobiest characteristic is their implicit assumption of 
the self-evidence of their claim, because man belongs 
to God; in this lies the force of their appeal. 

It is not otherwise in the sections belonging to the 
great charge at the sending forth of the disciples. 
The words are austere and stern in tone; scarcely 
ever is the terrifying prospect lightened otherwise 
than by reference to the « World to come,” or by the 
comfort that the foe cannot kill the soul. On earth 
nothing but the fate of the Prophets is to be ex- 
pected. God’s good and gracious will, and His 
providentia circa minimum, is recognisable only when 
all is over; until then He never makes up His 
account; yet He gives “good things” to those who 
ask Him for them, and He knows the needs of His 
children. 

In these discourses and sayings the term “the 
Kingdom of God” is of frequent occurrence.’ It 
is regarded as belonging to the future in section 12 
(Not all that say Lord, Lord, shall enter into the 
Kingdom of God), in section 16 (Proclaim that the 


1 Q and St. Mark agree in this characteristic. 
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Kingdom of God is nigh at hand), in section 42 
(Gentiles will sit down with Abraham in the King- 
dom of God; but the children of the Kingdom 
will be cast out), also in section 33 (Ye shut the 
Kingdom of God: ye yourselves enter not in, and 
ye prevent others from entering),’ and in 35 (Seek 
ye after the Kingdom of God, and all these things 
will be [there] given to you). But in the four 
remaining passages it is otherwise. In section 29 
it is said that the deliverance from the power of 
the evil spirits implies that the Kingdom of God 
had already come among the people. In the 
parables of the Mustard Seed and the Leaven 
(section 40) it is represented as a growing power, 
an influence gradually leavening mankind, and this 
conception makes it possible to regard the new 
epoch which dawned with the active ministry of 
our Lord, succeeding the mission of the Baptist, 
as already the epoch of the Kingdom (as if present ; 
sections 14, 50). This conception has nothing to 
do with that of the « Church.” Whatever the 
words: 4 Bacit\ela Tod Oeoo Biaera, cat of Brarra! 
apmaCouew avT}v May mean, they certainly do not 
sound ecclesiastical. If, however, any one finds it 
impossible to accept the antinomy «the Kingdom 
is future and yet present,” argument with him is 
useless. The sovereignty of the eschatological point 
of view is not impaired by this antinomy—only this 
sovereignty must not be sought for exclusively in 
that dramatic eschatology to which Q also bears 
testimony, with the result that the message of Jesus 


? The eschatological sense is not certain here. 
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is stunted in the interest of a meagre and inferior 
unity. Behind and above the dramatic eschatology 
stands the “eschatology” that God is guided by 
justice in His rewards and punishments, and that 
His will is expressed in the moral law, to which man 
must offer himself a living sacrifice. 

The proof that Q is essentially a homogeneous 
and an ancient source, is ultimately based upon the 
nature of its description of the personality of our 
Lord. Here the following observations may be 
made :-— 

(1) As has already been noticed above (pp. 170 f.) 
Q omits any reference to the Passion. Even if 
the probable object of the compilation—namely, to 
record the “ Adyot rot kuptov "Incot, ots éAaAnoev 
dtdacxwy”—be kept well in view, this is still an 
extraordinary circumstance. However, this extra- 
ordinary circumstance is a fact from which we cannot 
escape, and it proves at all events that we have to 
do with a very ancient compilation. 


1 A sceptic acquainted with the comparative history of religions 
will perhaps find even more here. He will argue as follows: The 
most ancient source which we possess for the life of Jesus knows 
nothing of His death upon the cross. This is the more strange 
in that we have here no amorphous collection of sayings, but one 
which begins with stories telling us of a consecration to Messiah- 
ship and of a Messianic temptation successfully withstood. If 
this source had an historical introduction, it must also have 
possessed an historical conclusion—z.e, it must have given a 
narrative of the Passion—if this really happened. Seeing that no 
such narrative is given, the Passion did not really take place. 
This doubt receives confirmation when it is once considered that 
the Passion (and that indeed as a death upon the cross) is bound 
up closely with the Resurrection, and together with it formed in 
certain circles a constant element in the history of the Christ (long 
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(2) In close connection with what has just been 
said comes the observation that Q has no interest 
in Christological apologetics such as would explain 
the choice, the arrangement, and the colouring of 
the discourses and sayings it contains. In this 
Q shows itself absolutely different from St. Mark, 
St. Matthew, and St. John. St. Luke here stands 
nearest to Q; but this gospel cannot well be com- 
pared with Q, because its chief interest, the de- 
scription of the supernatural mission of healing, 
is quite wanting in Q (though it evidently forms 
the background here). All that is Christological 
in Q, after the Messiahship (Divine Sonship) of 


before the time of Jesus); and when it is further considered that 
the Resurrection and all that is connected with it is absolutely 
untrustworthy, and is simply the result of the projection of dogma 
into the realm of history, and when, lastly, it is remembered how 
uncertain, how mysterious and questionable are all the announce- 
ments of the Passion in the gospels, and how uncertain and full of 
discrepancies is the narrative of the Passion itself. If all these cir- 
cumstances are taken into account, we only adopt half measures in 
claiming from the ideal story of the Christ only the element of the 
Passion for the historical Jesus, while rejecting the rest. We must 
rather make a clean sweep of everything, obliterating also the 
clause “crucified under Pontius Pilate.’ The proof that our most 
ancient source knows nothing of the Passion, imprints the seal of 
truth upon our critical operation. From Q we can only conclude 
that Jesus suddenly vanished in a more or less mysterious way. 
This indeed is hinted at by the words of Q (St. Matt. xxiii. 39), 
‘Ye shall not see Me henceforth until ye shall say, Blessed is He 
that cometh in the name of the Lord.” I regard it as quite 
possible that we shall very soon have to listen to this or to similar 
absurdities. The beginning is already made. In fact, there are 
far too many possible explanations of this remarkable limitation 
of Q, and above all, our knowledge of Q and of its conclusion is 
far too uncertain to allow of the building up a critical theory upon 
such a foundation. 
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our Lord has been established in the introduction 
(the stories of [the Baptism and] the Temptation), 
is only implicit, receiving its determination from 
the introduction (with the exception of section 25 
-and the Announcement of the Second Coming). 
This of itself is a proof that the compilation in Q 
was intended solely for the Christian community and 
was addressed to those who did not require the assurance 
that their Teacher was also the Son of God. Of course 
the apologetic epoch of Christian doctrinal tradition 
dated from the first origin of the Christian com- 
munity, but there is no need to assume that 
apologetical interests affected the details of that 
tradition from the very beginning. ‘This indeed 
is Just what is shown in Q. 

(3) But although Q was not compiled in the 
interests of Christological apologetics, it is never- 
theless rich in discourses and sayings in which 
special prominence is given and special attention 
is drawn to the personality of Jesus. The following 
sections are to the point: 1, 2, 12, 13-15, 17, 18, 
(19), 22-26, 29, 30, 31, 344, 34°, 37, 38, 43, 45, 46, 
50, 56, 59. What do we learn from these ? 

After St. John had drawn attention to the One 
coming after him who was greater than he, and 
had described him as one who would appear with 
the fire of judgment (in complete agreement with 
the eschatological phase of the Messianic expecta- 
tion), Q then probably proceeded to narrate the 
baptism of our Lord, together with the descent 
of the Spirit and the voice from heaven, by which 
He was marked off as the Son of God (the Messiah) 
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in the sense of Ps. ii. 7%. The use here made of 
the word from the Psalm excludes all ideas of 
pre-existence and of a miraculous birth. Q then 
goes on to describe how the Son of God (the Messiah) 
at once approved Himself as such by standing the 
test of temptation by Satan. The temptations are 
Messianic—z.e. our Lord is tempted to use His 
miraculous power to break through the limitations 
imposed upon Him, the Messiah, to test Him; to 
win for Himself acceptance by working a miracle 
of display in reliance upon the angelic help that 
had been promised Him; to submit Himself to 
Satan in order that at one stroke He might become 
Lord of the earth. He resists all these temptations. 
Now begin the Adyor Inco’, the question of Christo- 
logical apologetics is answered and done with. 

In the Sermon on the Mount, which as a whole 
lies above the level of a prophetic manifesto, the 
personality of our Lord comes into prominence at 
two points. He describes His teaching as the 
light which ought to be set on the candlestick that 
it may give light to all (section 81), and it is by 
the obedience to His commandments, which is treated 
as the same thing as doing the will of the Father, that 

1 In section 6 we read, “That ye may be children of your 
Father,” and “Be ye merciful as your Father” ; in section 25, 
God is four times called simply the Father, or “‘ Father, Lord of 
heaven and earth” (as compared with ‘the Son’’), in section 27 
the disciples are instructed to address God in prayer as “‘ Father”’ ; 
in 28 we read, “How much more will the Father (6 €& ovpavod) give 
good things,” and in 35, ‘‘ Your Father knoweth that ye have need 
of all these things.’ “My Father” is thus only found in the 


above passage (12), but it must be remembered that the text is 
doubtful here. 
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it is decided whether a man is building his house 
on a rock or on sand; the mere saying « Lord, Lord,” 
is worthless (12). 

The story of the Centurion which now follows (13) 
is intended to give an instance not so much of the 
miraculous power of our Lord as of the faith of 
the Gentile; it only shows us implicitly that 
wondrous forces stood at His command. Jesus 
claims absolute faith and finds it—not in Israel, 
but among the Gentiles. If this story, and this 
story alone, broke the context of the sayings which 
stand in St. Matt. v.—vii. and viii—x., it accordingly 
gains extraordinary significance, but this significance 
is not Christological. 

In the charge to the disciples, and in the two 
sections which precede it (17 and 18), the special 
significance of the personality of our Lord is stated 
again only indirectly but the more impressively. 
Now is the field ripe unto harvest (18), but the 
labourers are few; to be a labourer means to follow 
Jesus wherever He goes, even to the extreme point 
of destitution, and to follow Him renouncing all 
earlier relationships, even that to one’s own father 
(17); for «I am come not to bring peace, but the 
sword, and to set nearest relations at variance with 

1 Notice that the saying: ‘‘ Foxes have holes, &c.,” says nothing 
of the following even unto death, but only unto the bitterest 
poverty. What a sign of genuineness! In section 46 however 
it is otherwise ; there the bearing of the cross is demanded as the 
necessary form of discipleship. It is, as already noticed, the only 
passage ‘in which the death upon the cross is referred to inQ. As 


has been shown, it is not certain whether “I send you as sheep 
into the midst of wolves,” and ‘‘ He that receiveth you, receiveth 


Me, &c.,” stood in Q. 
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another” (38 and 45). Jesus must be confessed 
before men; for only those that make such a 
confession will be acknowledged by Him at the 
Judgment before the Angels (34°). Capernaum 
is «lifted up to Heaven” by our Lord’s ministry 
in that city, Chorazin and Bethsaida have seen 
mighty works such as had been wrought in no 
other city—with the result that the judgment upon 
their unbelief would be only the more terrible. 
With Jesus begins a new epoch—He is the touch- 
stone, the sign of final decision and judgment 
for all. 

In these sayings, besides the mention of the 
Messianic acknowledgment at the Judgment, we find 
the expression «Son of Man” used three times (17, 
34*>);1 while it occurs four times elsewhere in Q 
(15, 30, 37, 56)—« The Son of Man hath not where 
to lay His head,” «The Son of Man will acknowledge 
those who confess Him,” « A word said against the 
Son of Man will be forgiven,” «The Son of Man 
came eating and drinking,” « As Jonah was to the 
Ninevites, so is the Son of Man become a sign to this 
generation,” “The Son of Man cometh at an hour 
when ye expect Him not,” « As the days of Noah, 
so also will be the coming of the Son of Man.” 
Three of these sayings are eschatological in char- 
acter ; but the four others seem to deprive this cir- 
cumstance of its significance. We must acknowledge 
that in Q the phrase has become simply a term which 
our Lord ordinarily used when speaking of Himself. 
Seeing that Q pays no regard to chronology, this 


1 Yet it is doubtful in section 34, 
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source is not suitable as an authority upon which to 
base investigations as to the period at which our Lord 
began so to describe Himself. Such investigations 
can only be based upon the Gospel of St. Mark. Q, 
however, gives some help in that we learn from this 
source how completely and quickly the consciousness, 
that there was once a time when our Lord did not so 
name Himself, had vanished from tradition. There 
can scarcely be any doubt as to the sense of the 
expression in Q. If in Q the only historical passages 
—historical, that is, in the narrower sense of the 
word—are the narratives of the testimony of the 
Baptist to the coming Messiah (of the Baptism), and 
of the Messianic temptation, and if then abruptly 
and repeatedly the expression “the Son of Man” 
crops up in the collection of sayings, it necessarily 
follows that in Q the term can mean nothing else 
than «the Messiah.” + 

The compiler of Q, when he himself speaks, never 
uses the term; he speaks simply of Jesus (not o 
kuptos) or of “6 Xpioros.” The latter term is used 
in the introduction to the sections concerning the 
Baptist (14, 15, 50). The references to the person- 
ality of our Lord in this discourse, and in the great 
thanksgiving to the Father, are the most important 
in the whole collection of sayings. Our Lord here 


1 Tam still of the opinion that it is very probable that also in 
the mouth of Jesus it never had any other meaning.—Of course 
one cannot be sure that Jesus always called Himself Son of Man 
in those passages where Q makes Him thus speak of Himself. 
It is, for example, more than doubtful that Jesus used the expres- 
sion in section 15, when before in the same discourse (section 14) 
He had plainly enough avoided any Messianic self-designation. 
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appeals to His works (as in section 23 to His duvauecs). 
These are the works of Messiah; but the open de- 
claration “I am the Messiah” is avoided. To these 
works belong also the « rrwyot evayyeNiCovrat,” and 
it is this which is either exclusively or principally 
referred to in the Beatitude « uaxdpids éotw bs dv wy 
oxavoaricOy év éuoi,” which in Q must naturally be 
understood in a Messianic sense. In the following 
passage the high appreciation of the Baptist, who is 
represented as surpassing all the prophets, is ulti- 
mately based not upon the real greatness of the man 
himself but upon his office as forerunner; this again 
gives indirect expression to the Messiahship of Jesus, 
which is fully disclosed in the sentence that the least 
in the Kingdom of God is greater than John. 
Accordingly, the simple contrasting phrases: «The 
Baptist came ”—« The Son of Man came,” cannot be 
understood as implying equality in the contrasted 
subjects in a passage whose genuineness is guaranteed 
by the unique information it affords us: « The Son 
of Man came eating and drinking, and they say, 
Behold a man gluttonous and a winebibber, a 
friend of publicans and sinners!” This definition 
of the significance of the Baptist, in contrast to the 
prophets on the one hand, and to our Lord on the 
other hand, removes all cause for hesitation in accept- 
ing the genuineness of the saying that the Prophets 
and the Law lasted until John. 

It is said—I return yet again to the historical 
question (vide supra, pp. 216 f.)—that this whole 
discourse is the product of a later time. Who 
indeed would defend the exact verbal accuracy of 
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such a discourse! But, on the other hand, we must 
bear in mind that in Q it stands in the midst of a 
context whose interest is purely ethical, and that Q’s 
aims are not those of apologetical Christology. We 
must further remember that it is purely a petitio 
princip to assume that our Lord could not Himself 
have spoken concerning matters which also in after 
times claimed men’s attention and were the subject 
of their discussion. Why could He not have given 
expression to His views concerning the Baptist just 
as we read in Q, seeing that the context (St. Matt. 
xi. 4-6 and xi. 16-19) is as trustworthy as it is 
possible to imagine it to be? Must we not, indeed, 
confess that He was simply compelled to express 
Himself concerning the Baptist, and that there is 
nothing extraordinary in the fact that He on the one 
hand subordinated St. John to Himself, and on the 
other ranked him above the Prophets? Nothing else, 
however, nothing more of essential importance, is said 
about him, with the exception of the scarcely genuine 
- amo TOT éws apt. That in the background of the 
whole discourse there lies the presupposition «I am 
He,” affords no ground for suspicion ; if so, one must 
draw the pen through the whole content of the gospels. 

The following pericope (section 25), to which sec- 
tion 26 perhaps belongs, has been already discussed 
above from the Christological standpoint (pp. 218 ff.). 
It forms the climax of our Lord’s self-revelation, and 
yet it does not assert more than that He had been 
permitted to bring to the simple ones the knowledge 
of God—that knowledge which He alone as the Son 
(the Messiah) was the first to receive, and which He 

Q 
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was now revealing to whomsoever He willed. The 
saying in which the disciples are pronounced blessed 
because they see and hear what all the Prophets 
(and kings) had desired in vain to see and hear, 
once again brings to light the final and absolute 
character of this knowledge of God, and at the same 
time testifies to the fact that our Lord (vide the 
preceding paragraph) really did reflect upon the re- 
lationship of the past and the present—not only in 
reference to the Law but also to the Prophets. 

This also appears in the Beelzebub section (29) ; 
for if in our Lord’s exorcism of devils through the 
. power of the Spirit of God, the Kingdom of God had 
already appeared upon earth, then it followed that a 
new epoch had dawned, the epoch, namely, of Messiah. 
He needs not to give Himself this name, nor does He 
assume it—the facts speak for themselves. Here again 
He is proclaimed to be the sign of decision and of 
Judgment for all (vide supra, p. 238) in the words: 
«“ He that is not with Me is against Me.” It is the 
same thought which is expressed in the next section 
(30) in the words: « As Jonah was to the Ninevites, 
so am I also to this generation ” !—the preacher of 
repentance—but the preacher who is greater than 
Jonah, and the king who is wiser than Solomon. The 
thought of the Second Coming is first touched upon 
in the concluding sections, and with it is combined 
the revelation of the Messiahship; this is found in 

1 The seeming discrepancy that also in Q our Lord points to 
His dvvdwers and ya, and yet declares that no sign should be 
given to this generation, is no discrepancy at all. He will not 


have wonders and signs wrung from Him by this generation any 
more than by Satan, 
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section 43: ov uy me tonte ar aore €ws av (in Se) 
elmnre’ evhoynuevos 6 EpXouevos ev OvOMaTL kuptov, in 
section 37 where it lies at the foundation of the 
whole section, and in section 56 where it. likewise 
dominates every sentence. In the first section the 
destruction of Jerusalem (of the Temple?) is also 
foretold, but only in words quoted from a more 
ancient prophecy. In the second section the thought 
of the Second Coming is employed to enforce the 
need of watchfulness, of preparedness, of conscientious 
faithfulness; in the third section a description is 
given of the state of the world at the Second Coming 
—just as it was in the days of Noah—and of the 
awful suddenness and unexpectedness of that coming ; 
a warning is also given against false Messiahs. Per- 
haps the last saying that stood in Q is section 59: 
« Ye, that follow Me, shall sit upon twelve thrones, 
judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” This saying 
affords us the strongest imaginable testimony that Q 
is dominated by the belief in the Messiahship of 
Jesus; the fact of the Messiahship is proved in the 
introduction, it is presupposed as self-evident from 
beginning to end of the work, and in the eschato- 
logical discourses it is revealed by Jesus Himself. 

The “Christology” of the source, as the compiler 
understood it, presents a perfectly simple and con- 
sistent picture! The compiler of Q could not 


1 Only in section 10 does our Lord describe Himself (indirectly) 
as teacher and His disciples as pupils; nevertheless this relation- 
ship is implicitly presupposed also in other places, The existence 
of this relationship, side by side with that of the Messiah to His 
subjects, presented no problem to the compiler, who simply 
subordinated one to the other. The Messiah who brought the 
revelation of the knowledge of God could only reveal by teaching. 
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imagine otherwise than that Jesus was the Messiah, 
consecrated as Son of God at the Baptism; all the 
sayings of his compilation, therefore, stand out against 
this background. If, however, we think away the intro- 
duction, the resultant picture is essentially different. 
We now have before us a compilation of sayings in 
which the speaker is a teacher, a prophet, one who is 
more than a prophet—the final decisive Messenger of 
God; but so surely as He demands unconditional 
obedience to His commands, in which the Will of God 
is expressed, and calls upon men to follow Him, so 
little does He do this with the expressed self-witness : 
«I am the Messiah.” Rather He points simply to 
His miracles and His works (in so far as He does not 
count upon the self-evidence of His commands in 
their appeal to the hearts of His hearers). If one 
therefore neglects the term «Son of Man ”—which 
was certainly used by our Lord, though we cannot be 
sure that it is genuine in any particular saying— 
Jesus first asserts His claim to the Messiahship in the 
sayings at the close of the source, but only in connec- 
tion with and under the imagery of the Second Coming ; 
He who already in His present state of existence is 
more than a prophet and greater than John, He who 
is the Son, will be the coming King and Judge. 
Critical investigation of the accounts in St. Mark 
seems to compel us to the conclusion that our Lord 
during the first and longest period of His ministry 
did not speak of Himself as the Messiah (because He 
at first neither regarded Himself as Messiah, nor 
indeed could so regard Himself) and even rejected 
the title of Messiahship when it was applied to 
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Himself, but that, on the other hand, He was pos- 
sessed by the strongest conviction that as a messenger 
of God He was entrusted with a mission of decisive 
import, and that He knew God as none other knew 
Him—a conviction to which He again and again gave 
expression; and that at a later period after He had 
accepted at Czsarea Philippi the confession of the 
disciples: « Thou art the Messiah ”—i.e. « Thou wilt 
be He” *—He from henceforth (though indeed still 
with reserve until the entry into Jerusalem) called 
Himself the Son of Man, and with growing con- 
fidence proclaimed His Parousia, t.e. His Messiahship. 
There is nothing in the compilation of discourses in 
Q, if enly we neglect the introduction, which can be 
alleged to be discrepant with this picture of gradual 
development. We cannot, it must also be acknow- 
ledged, derive from Q certain testimony to the detailed 
accuracy of this picture, because Q pays such slight 
regard to chronology; nevertheless Q also bears wit- 
ness to the main position, in that in the sayings 
collected in Q the Messiahship is only clearly ex- 
pressed under the form of the Parousia,’ and in that in 


1 The absence of this important passage in Q suggests that we 
should not exaggerate its importance. Besides, the question of 
St. John, together with the answer of our Lord in Q, can be 
regarded as a parallel to the passage in question. 

2 The great thanksgiving to the Father could be in point of 
time posterior to St. Mark viii, 27 ff., but this hypothesis is not 
necessary. With the most careful and reverent application of 
psychological methods, it is obvious that our Lord’s consciousness 
of Sonship must have preceded in time His consciousness of 
Messiahship, must indeed have formed a stepping-stone to the 
latter. In spite of all that has been deduced from the apocalyptic 
and dogmatic Messianic conceptions of the times, we must assert 
that the consciousness of Divine Sonship and of Messiahship could 


246 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


these sayings our Lord claims faith not because He is 
the present Messiah—this is unthinkable—but because 
He works the works of God and proclaims His com- 
mandments. 


VII.— CONCLUSION 
THE ORIGIN AND THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF Q 


If we consider Q apart from its introduction 
(sections 1 and 2), we see at once that we are dealing 
with a document of the highest antiquity—there 
is here no need of proof; but even if we take into 
our view Q together with the introduction, there 
is little difference in the final verdict. The idea 
that Jesus was endowed with the Messiahship at 
the Baptism had, as St. Mark shows, already taken 
form in the apostolic age and in the circle of the 
immediate disciples—how early we do not know. An 
idea so impressive and so incapable of proof or of 
disproof could have taken form and have established 
itself in the Christian community at a very early 
date. The view indeed which preceded it, according 
to which Jesus was declared by God to be the 
Messiah by means of an act of glorification, is an 
idea which had already completely lost its signi- 
ficance for St. Mark, while St. Matthew and 


not have existed together from the beginning ; for the conscious- 
ness of Messiahship never meant anything else for our Lord than 
a consciousness of what He was about to become. In His soul the 
consciousness of what He was must have come first, and only when 
this had attained to the height of consciousness of Sonship could 
the tremendous leap be taken to the consciousness of Messiahship. 
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St. Luke, knew no more of it than what they read 
in St. Mark. Further, the fact that our Lord 
throughout the principal part of His ministry had 
not represented Himself as being the future, and 
still less the present, Messiah, was afterwards found 
to be no difficulty at all. The disciples needed 
only to say to themselves: «We did not under- 
stand Him,” and this is just what they did say. 
The cases of discrepancy and confusion which we 
find in their own and their disciples’ reproduction 
of particular stories and discourses, and which have 
led to the adoption of such strange subterfuges 
and harmonising hypotheses in the interpretation 
of the Markan accounts, did not exist for those 
who were provided with this refugium ignorantice.| 
St. Mark indeed knows as little of a development 
in our Lord’s consciousness as Q; he also, like Q, 
places the revelation of the Divine Sonship (the 
Messiahship) at the beginning of our Lord’s active 
ministry, and it is only because of the careless 
and naive fashion in which one may say he has 
gathered together and heaped up his materials— 
in strange contrast with the energy with which he 
follows his main purpose and finds it vouched for in 
the most discrepant narratives—that we (against the 
will and intention of St. Mark) receive any hint of 
stages of development in the ministry of our Lord. 


Q, a compilation of sayings originally written 
in Aramaic (vide Wellhausen, Nestle, and others), 


1 These show us, however, the relative faithfulness of their 
record, 
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belongs to the apostolic epoch. This is shown by 
its form and contents, nor can I discern any reasons 
for a contrary opinion; in particular, the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem is not here presupposed as having 
already occurred. It is, moreover, more ancient 
than St. Mark. The influence of “ Paulinism” which 
is so strong in St. Mark is entirely wanting, and 
accordingly the main theme of St. Mark—that Jesus, 
His death and resurrection, form the content of His 
own gospel—is not to be Sound in Q2 It is evident 
that Q was composed in Palestine—its Jewish and 
Palestinian horizon is quite obvious. St. Mark, 
however, wrote his gospel in Rome. No proof 
can be given of any literary relationship between 
the two works. This is an indication that we 
must not set Q too early; for it Q had been 
already long in circulation it is incomprehen- 
sible that St. Mark neither knew it nor used it; 
even though he wrote at a place far distant from 
Palestine. 

Is Q of apostolic origin? I can make no 
new contribution towards settling this question. 
That Papias (like Eusebius) in the well-known 
passage (Euseb., « Hist. Eccl.,” iii. 39) means ow? St. 
Matthew, is very probable; whether, however, the 
Presbyter meant this St. Matthew, is doubtful. 
Seeing that our St. Matthew cannot have been 


1 Moreover even in passages peculiar to St. Matthew sayings 
occur which must have taken form before the destruction of 
Jerusalem, 

® There is surely no need for me to notice the theory that Q 
was intended as a complement to the Gospel of St. Mark, who 
had gathered together all the tradition within his reach, 
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composed by an Apostle, and that the tradition: 
MarOaios “EGpatd: diadexte ta Adyia cuverakaro, 
already dates from about a.p. 100, there is a strong 
balance of probability that Q is a work of St. 
Matthew; but more cannot be said. It is useless 
to discuss the historical and psychological question 
whether one of the Twelve could have composed 
such a compilation as Q; convincing reasons either 
for or against cannot be discovered. From the 
so-called charge to the Apostles we can only con- 
clude that behind the written record there stands 
the memory of an apostolic listener. But who- 
ever the author, or rather the redactor, of Q may 
have been, he was a man deserving of the highest 
respect. To his reverence and faithfulness, to his 
simple-minded common-sense, we owe this priceless 
compilation of the sayings of Jesus. 

Our knowledge of the teaching and the history 
of our Lord, in their main features at least, thus 
depends upon two authorities independent of one 
another, yet composed at nearly the same time. 
Where they agree their testimony is strong, and 
they agree often and on important points. On 
the rock of their united testimony the assault of 
destructive critical views, however necessary these 
are to easily self-satisfied research, will ever be 
shattered to pieces. 

And yet again how different are these two sources! 
On the one hand St. Mark—wherein page by page 
the student is reduced to despair by the incon- 


1 Compare especially the historical background and the historical 
references in numerous sayings in Q. 
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sistencies, the discrepancies, and the incredibilities of 
the narrative—and yet without this gospel we should 
be deprived of every thread of consistent and concrete 
historical information concerning the life of Jesus; 
and on the other hand, this compilation of sayings, 
which alone affords us a really exact and profound 
conception of the teaching of Jesus, and is free 
from bias, apologetic or otherwise, and yet gives 
us no history. In St. Mark an almost complete 
inability to distinguish between what is primary or 
secondary, between what is trustworthy or question- 
able, an apologetic which grasps at all within its 
reach, to which everything is welcome and right— 
and yet at the same time a feeling for detail and 
for life, and even where this feeling is not present, 
the actual preservation of these traits; in Q, on the 
other hand, a many-sidedness in reference to that 
which is the most important, which quite com- 
pensates us for the want of « history.” 

Which is the more valuable? Eighteen centuries 
of Christianity have answered this question, and 
their answer is true. The portrait of Jesus as given 
m the sayings of Q has remained in the Soreground 
The attempts which have been made to replace it by 
that of St. Mark have met with no success ; they will 
lead ever and again into the abyss of confusion, they 
will come to nought through their own inconsistency. 
The collection of sayings and St. Mark must remain in 
grower, but the former takes precedence. Above all, the 
tenidency to exaggerate the apocalyptic and eschato- 


1 This is so even with the sketch of the personality of our Lord 
drawn by Wellhausen in his History of Israel. 


wry 
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logical element in our Lord’s message, and to sub- 
ordinate to this the purely religious and ethical 
elements, will ever find its refutation in Q. This 
source is the authority for that which formed the 
central theme of the message of our Lord—that is, 
the revelation of the knowledge of God, and the 
moral call to repent and to believe, to renounce 
the world and to gain heaven—this and nothing 
else. 

We cannot tell how long this compilation remained 
in existence. Its traces in St. Clement of Rome and 
in writers after his time are not certain. It found 
its grave in the gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
and probably elsewhere in some apocryphal gospels. 
St. Mark alone could not have supplanted it; but 
the narrative type of gospel, which was created by 
the second evangelist and which answered to the 
needs of catechetical apologetics, no longer allowed 
the separate existence of a compilation of sayings. 
The final blow to the independent existence of Q was 
dealt when it was incorporated in the gospels of St. 
Luke and St. Matthew. In St. Luke it exists, split 
up and dispersed throughout the gospel in sub- 
servience to the historical narrative; in St. Matthew 
it was treated in more conservative spirit, though in 
some important passages it has suffered more from 
revision and shows clearer traces of the particular 
bias of the evangelist. In most skilful fashion—often 
only by means of an accent or by an arrangement of 
the context which seems quite insignificant—the first 
evangelist has made this compilation of discourses 
subservient to his own special interest in the Christian 
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community and its organisation, while St. Luke, who 
has much more frequently altered the wording of his 
source, has nevertheless kept so closely to it in 
essential points that its original character is more 
clearly perceived in his reproduction. 


Pe oe 


APPENDIX TO CHAPTER II 


‘TRANSLATION OF Q 
: 


(When John saw many [or: the multitudes] coming 
to baptism, he said to them): Ye offspring of vipers, 
who warned you to flee from the wrath to come? 
Bring forth therefore fruit worthy of repentance ; 
and think not [begin not] to say within yourselves : 
We have Abraham for our father; for I say unto 
you that God is able of these stones to raise up 
children to Abraham. Already the axe is laid to 
the root of the trees; every tree therefore that 
bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down and 
cast into the fire. I indeed baptize you with water 
unto repentance; but he that cometh after me is 
mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to 
bear, he will baptize you with (the [Holy] Spirit and) 
with fire. Whose fan is in his hand, and he will 
thoroughly purge his threshing-floor and will gather 

1 The numbers are those of the Greek text on pp. 127-146. Aline 
of dots preceding a passage shows that its original position in Q is 
uncertain. All that is otherwise uncertain is placed in brackets. 
In general, it must be remembered that in the case of quite short 
sayings, whose position in Q is doubtful, there is also a doubt 


whether they belong to Q at all. Such are found in 16, 19, 24, 
26-28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 39-42, 44, sie 
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his wheat into the barn, but the chaff he will burn up 
with fire unquenchable. 


(The baptism of Jesus, together with the descent of 
the Spirit and the voice from heaven.) 


2. 


Jesus was led up by the Spirit into the wilderness 
to be tempted by the devil, and when he had fasted 
forty days and forty nights he afterwards hungered, 
and the tempter said to him: If thou art the Son of 
God, command that these stones become bread, and 
he answered: It is written, Man shall not live by bread 
alone. Then he taketh him with him to Jerusalem 
and set him on the pinnacle of the temple and saith 
to him: If thou art the Son of God, cast thyself down ; 
for it is written, He shall give his angels charge con- 
cerning thee, and in their hands they shall bear thee up 
lest haply thow dash thy foot against a stone. Jesus 
said to him: Again it is written, Thou shalt not tempt 
the Lord thy God. Again he taketh him with him to 
an exceeding high mountain and sheweth him all the 
kingdoms of the world and the glory of them, and 
said to him: All these will I give thee if thou wilt 
worship me. And Jesus saith to him: It is written, 
Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God and him only shalt 
thou serve. And the devil leaveth him. 


3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 9, 27, 28, 31, 32, 35, 36, 
39, 41, 47, 49, 51, 52. 
(He taught his disciples in the presence of the 
multitude as follows) :— 


/ 
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Blessed are the poor, for theirs is the kingdom of 
God ; 

Blessed are they that mourn, for they shall be 
comforted ; 

Blessed are they that hunger, for they shall be 
filled ; 

Blessed are ye, when they shall revile you and per- 
secute you and say all manner of evil against you 
falsely ; rejoice and be exceeding glad, for great is 
your reward in heaven; for so persecuted they the 
prophets which were before you. 


Whosoever smiteth thee on the (thy right) cheek 
turn to him the other also, and if any man would go 
to law with thee and take away thy coat let him have 
thy cloke also. 


Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that 
would borrow from thee turn not away. 


I say unto you: Love your enemies and pray for 
your persecutors, that ye may become the sons of your 
Father, for he maketh his sun to rise upon the evil 
and the good (and sendeth rain on the just and the 
unjust). For if ye love those which love you, what 
reward have ye? Do not even the publicans the 
same? And if ye salute your brethren only, what 
do ye more than others? Do not even the Gentiles 
the same? Ye shall therefore be merciful as your 
Father is merciful. 


All things whatsoever ye would that men should 
do unto you, even so do ye also unto them. 


256 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


Judge not, that ye be not judged. For with what 
judgment ye judge, ye shall be judged; and with 
what measure ye mete, it shall be measured to you. 
But why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy 
brother’s eye, but perceivest not the beam that is 
in thine own eye? Or how wilt thou say to thy 
brother: Let be, I will cast out the mote from thine 
eye, and the beam is in thine own eye? ‘Thou 
hypocrite, cast out first the beam from thine own 
eye, and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the 
mote from thy brother’s eye. 


The tree is known from the fruit. Do they gather 
grapes from thorns or figs from thistles? Even so 
every good tree bringeth forth excellent fruit, but 
the corrupt tree bringeth forth bad fruit. <A good 
tree cannot bear bad fruit, neither can a corrupt tree 
bring forth excellent fruit. 


(Not everyone that saith unto me: Lord, Lord! 
shall enter into the kingdom of God, but he that 
doeth the will of my Father.) Everyone therefore 
that heareth these my words and doeth them, I will 
shew you to whom he is like. He is like (or in place 
of the last twelve words: He shall be likened) to a 
man who built his house upon the rock. And the 
rain came down, and the floods arose, and the 
winds blew and beat upon that house, and it fell 
not; for it had been founded upon the rock. And 
everyone that heareth these my words and doeth 
them not, shall be likened to a man who built his 
house upon the sand. And the rain came down, 
and the floods arose, and the winds blew and smote 
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upon that house, and it fell, and great was the fall 
thereof. 


If the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the 
ditch. 


(Father, give us this day our bread for the coming 
day, and remit us our debts, as we also have remitted 
to our debtors, and lead us not into temptation.) 


, Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall 
_ find; knock, and it shall be opened to you. For 
everyone that asketh receiveth, and he that seeketh 
findeth, and to him that knocketh it shall be opened. 
Or what man is there of you, of whom his son shall 
ask bread, will he give him a stone? Or if he shall 
ask for a fish, will he give him a serpent? If then 
ye being evil know how to give good things (gifts) to 
your children, how much more will the Father from 
heaven give good things to those who ask him. 


Men do not light a lamp and place it under a 
bushel, but upon a lamp-stand, and it giveth light to 
all that are in the house. 


The light of the body is the (thine) eye; if then 
thine eye be single, thy whole body shall be full of 
light ; but if thine eye be evil, thy whole body shall 


R 
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be darkened. If therefore the light which is in thee 
be darkness, how great will the darkness [scd. in the 
whole outlook of the soul] then be! 


Wherefore I say unto you: Be not anxious for 
your life, what ye shall eat; nor for your body, what 
ye shall put on. Is not the life more than meat and 
the body than raiment? Look at the ravens (or: 
the birds of the heaven), they sow not, neither reap 
nor gather into barns, and God feedeth them. Are 
ye not much better than they? Which of you by 
being anxious can add one cubit to his stature; and 
why are ye anxious about raiment? Consider the 
lilies, how they grow! ‘They toil not, neither do 
they spin; but I say unto you, even Solomon in all 
his glory was not arrayed as one of these. If then 
in the field God so clothe the grass which is to-day, 
and to-morrow is cast into the oven, will he not much 
more you, O ye of little faith? Therefore be not 
anxious, saying: What shall we eat? or What shall 
we drink? or Wherewithal shall we be clothed? 
For after all these things do the nations (of the 
world) seek; for your Father knoweth that ye have 
need of all these things. But seek ye his kingdom, 
and all these things shall be added unto you. 


Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, 
where moth and rust doth consume, and where thieves 
break through and steal: but lay up for yourselves 
treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor rust doth 
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consume, and where thieves do not break through nor 
steal; for where thy (your) treasure is, there will thy 
(your) heart be also. 


Agree with thine adversary quickly, whilst thou 
art in the way with him; lest the adversary deliver 
thee to the judge and the judge to the officer, and 
thou be cast into prison. (Verily) I say unto thee, 
thou shalt by no means come out thence, till thou 
hast paid the last farthing. 


Enter in by the narrow gate; for wide (is the gate) 
and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction, and 
many there be that enter by it. Because narrow is 
the gate and straitened the way that leadeth to life, 
and few there be that find it. 


Ye are the salt (of the land); if however the salt 
have lost its savour, wherewith shall it be salted? 
It is thenceforth good for nothing but to be cast out 
and trodden under foot by men. 


No one can serve two masters, for either he will 
hate the one and love the other, or he will hold to 
the one and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God 
and mammon. 


(Verily I say unto you): Until heaven and earth 
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pass away, one iota or one tittle shall not pass away 
from the law. 


(I say unto you): Everyone who divorceth his wife 
maketh her an adulteress, and whosoever marrieth her 
that is divorced committeth adultery. 


(After he had spoken these words), he entered 
into Capernaum, and a centurion came to him 
beseeching him and saying: Lord, my servant lieth 
in the house sick of the palsy, grievously tormented. 
He saith to him: I will come and heal him. But 
the centurion answered and said: Lord, I am not 
worthy that thou shouldest enter beneath my roof; 
but only say the word and my servant shall be 
healed. For I also am a man _ under authority, 
having soldiers under me, and I say to this one: 
Go, and he goeth; and to another: Come, and 
he cometh; and to my slave: Do this, and he 
doeth it. When Jesus heard he marvelled and 
said to those that followed: (Verily) I say unto you, 
Not even in Israel have I found such faith. (And 
Jesus said to the centurion: [Go thy way] as thou 
hast believed, be it done unto thee. And the 
servant was healed in that very hour.) 


17.18, 16-2028 22, 19, 34, 34”, 38, 45, 
46, 57, 10, 24. 
(One said to him): I will follow thee whither- 


soever thou goest; and Jesus saith to him: Foxes 
have holes, and the birds of the heaven have nests ; 
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but the Son -of man hath not where to lay his 
head. Another said to him: Suffer me first to 
go away and bury my father; but he saith to 
him: Follow me, and let the dead bury their own 


dead. 


He saith to them (or: to his disciples): The 
harvest is great but the labourers are few; pray 
therefore the Lord of the harvest that he send 
forth labourers into his harvest. 


Go and preach, saying, that the kingdom of God 
is at hand. 


(Carry no purse, no scrip, no shoes, and greet no 
one by the way). . . . When however ye enter 
into a house, salute it; and if the house is worthy, 
let your peace come upon it; but if it be not 
worthy, let your peace return to you again. 


(Abide in the same house, and eat and drink 
what they give you); for the labourer is worthy 
of his meat. 


(. . . Into whatsoever city ye enter and they 
receive you, eat that which is set before you and 
say to them: The kingdom of God is at hand. 
But into whatsoever city ye enter and they receive 
you not, go out into its streets and say: Even the 
dust of your city which cleaveth to our feet do 
we shake off and leave it to you). (Verily) I say 
unto you: It will be more tolerable for the land 
of Sodom and Gomorrha (or in place of the last 
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six words: Sodom) in that day (or: in the day 
of judgment) than for that city. 


Behold I send you forth as sheep in the midst 
of wolves. 


Nothing is secret which shall not be revealed, 
and hidden which shall not be made known. What 
I say unto you in darkness speak forth in the light; 
and what ye hear in the ear publish upon the house- 
tops. And be not afraid of those that kill the 
body but cannot kill the soul; but rather be 
afraid of him who is able to destroy both soul 
and body in Gehenna. Are not two (five) sparrows 
sold for one farthing (two farthings)? And not 
one of them shall fall to the earth without God. 
But the very hairs of your head are all numbered. 
Be not (therefore) afraid, ye are of much more value 
than sparrows. Everyone therefore who shall con- 
fess me before men, him will the Son of man (or: I) 
also confess before the angels of God; but whoso- 
ever shall deny me before men, him will I also deny 
before the angels of God. 


- . . And whosoever shall speak a word against 
the Son of man, it shall be forgiven him; but 
whosoever shall speak (a word) against the Holy 
Spirit, it shall not be forgiven him. 


Think ye that I came to send peace on the earth? 
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I came not to send peace, but a sword. For I 
came to set a man at variance against his father, and 
the daughter against her mother, and the daughter- 
in-law against her mother-in-law. (And a man’s 
foes are those of his own household.) 


(He that loveth father or mother more than me, 
is not worthy of me; and he that loveth son and 
daughter more than me, is not worthy of me.) 


Whosoever doth not take his cross and follow 
after me is not worthy of me. 


He that Paden his life shall lose it, and ie that 
loseth his life shall find it. 


The disciple is not above his master, neither the 
servant above his lord. It is sufficient for the 
disciple that he become as his master, and _ the 
servant as his lord. 


(Whosoever receiveth you receiveth me, and who- 
soever receiveth me receiveth him that sent me.) 


14, 50, 15. 


But when John heard in the prison the works of 
the Christ, he sent by his disciples and said unto him : 
Art thou he that cometh, or do we look for another ? 
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And he answered and said unto them: Go tell John 
what ye hear and see, the blind receive their sight, 
the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, and the deaf 
hear, and the dead are raised up, and the poor have 
good tidings preached to them; and blessed is he 
whosoever shall find no cause of stumbling in me. 
And as these were on their way, he began to speak 
to the multitudes concerning John: What went ye 
out into the wilderness to behold? A reed shaken 
by the wind? But what went ye out to see? A 
man clothed in soft raiment? Behold they that 
wear soft raiment are in kings’ houses! But why 
went ye out? ‘To see a prophet? Yea, I say unto 
you, and more than a prophet! This is he of whom 
it is written: Behold I send my angel before thy face, 
who shall prepare thy way before thee. (Verily) I say 
unto you, there hath not risen among those born 
of women a greater than John (the Baptist); but 
he that is least in the kingdom of God is greater 
than he... . 


‘The prophets and the law were until John; from 
then until now the kingdom of God suffereth violence, 
and the violent take it by force (or: From the days 
of John until now the kingdom of God, &c.: for all 
the prophets and the law prophesied until J ohn). 2 


To what shall I liken this generation (and to what 
is it like)? It is like unto children sitting in the 
market-places, which cry unto their fellows, saying : 
We piped unto you, and ye danced not; we mourned 
unto you, and ye beat not the breast. For John 
came neither eating nor drinking, and they say: He 
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hath a devil! The Son of man came eating and 
drinking, and they say, Behold a man _ gluttonous 
and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and sinners! 
And wisdom is justified of her children. 


23. 


Woe unto thee, Chorazin! woe unto thee, Beth- 
saida! For if the mighty works which were done in 
you had been done in Tyre and Sidon, they would 
long ago have repented in sackcloth and ashes. Yet 
(I say unto you) it will be more tolerable for Tyre 
and Sidon (in the day of judgment, or: in the judg- 
ment) than for you. And thou Capernaum shalt 
thou have been exalted to heaven? ‘To hell thou 
shalt be cast down ! 


25. 


At that time he said: I thank thee, Father, Lord 
of heaven and earth, that thou didst hide these 
things from the wise and prudent, and didst reveal 
them unto babes; yea [I thank thee] Father, for so it 
seemed good in thy sight. All [all knowledge] has 
been delivered to me by my Father, and no one hath 
known (the Son except the Father, neither hath any 
one known) the Father except the Son, and he to 
whomsoever the Son willeth to reveal him. 


26. 


e e e e 


Blessed are your eyes, for they see, and (your) ears, 
for they hear; (for verily) I say unto you that many 
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prophets (and kings) desired to see the things which 
ye see and have not seen them, and to hear the things 
which ye hear and have not heard them. 


29. 


(He healed) a dumb man possessed with a devil, 
(so that) the dumb spake and the multitudes (all) 
marvelled . . . every kingdom which is divided 
against itself cometh to desolation . . . and if I by 
Beelzebub cast out devils, by whom do your sons cast 
them out? therefore they shall be your judges. But 
if I by the Spirit of God cast out devils, then indeed 
is the kingdom of God come upon you. . . . He that 
is not with me is against me, and he that gathereth 
not with me scattereth. . . . Whenever the unclean 
spirit is gone out of a man he passeth through dry 
places seeking rest and findeth it not, (then) he saith: 
I will return unto mine house whence I came out ; 
and when he is come he findeth it empty (and) swept 
and garnished. Then he goeth and taketh to him 
seven spirits more evil than himself, and they enter 
in and dwell there, and the last state of that man 
becometh worse than the first. 


30. 


(They said): We would see from thee a sign. But 
he said: An evil and adulterous generation seeketh 
after a sign, and a sign shall not be given to it except 
the sign of Jonah. For as Jonah became a sign to 
the Ninevites, so shall also the Son of man be to this 
generation. The men of Nineveh shall stand up in 
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the judgment against this generation, and shall con- 
demn it, because they repented at the preaching of 
Jonah, and behold here is more than Jonah. The 
queen of the south shall stand up in the judgment 
against this generation and shall condemn it, because 
she came from the ends of the earth to hear the 
wisdom of Solomon, and behold here is more than 
Solomon. 


40. 


Unto what is the kingdom of God like? and to 
what shall I liken it? It is like unto a grain of 
mustard seed which a man took and sowed in his 
field, and it grew and becometh a tree, and the birds 
of the heaven nested in its branches. 

(And again he said): To what shall I liken the 
kingdom of God? It is like unto leaven which a 
woman took and hid in three measures of meal until 
the whole was leavened. 


44, 
He that exalteth himself shall be abased, and he 
that humbleth himself shall be exalted. 
42, 
I say unto you: ‘They shall come from the east 


and from the west, and shall sit at meat with Abra- 
ham and Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of God; 
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but the sons of the kingdom shall be cast out; there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. 


48. 


What think ye? If a man have an hundred sheep, 
and one of them has strayed, will he not leave the 
ninety and nine upon the mountains, and having set 
out doth he not seek that which is strayed? And if 
he happeneth to find it, (verily) I say unto you that 
he rejoiceth over it more than over the ninety and 
nine which had not strayed. 


53. 


. 


It is necessary that occasions of stumbling should 
come, yet Woe unto the man through whom the 
occasion of stumbling cometh. 


54. 

If thy brother sinneth, rebuke him; if he hear 
thee, thou hast gained thy brother. . . . If my 
brother sinneth against me, how oft shall I forgive 
him? Until seven times? Jesus saith unto him: I 
say unto thee, not until seven times, but until seventy 
times seven. 


55. 
If ye have faith so great as a grain of mustard 
seed, ye shall say to this mountain: Be removed from 
hence thither, and it shall be removed. 
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33, 43. 
. . . They bind together heavy burdens and lay 


them upon men’s shoulders, and they themselves will 
not touch them with a finger. 

Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye shut the king- 
dom of God before men; for ye yourselves enter not 
in, nor even do ye suffer them that are entering in to 
enter. 

Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye tithe mint, anise, 
and cummin, and neglect the weightier matters of the 
law, judgment and mercy. 

. . . Now ye Pharisees, ye cleanse the outside of 
the cup and platter, but within they are full of extor- 
tion and excess. 

Woe unto you, for ye are as tombs which appear 
not, and the men that walk over them know it not. 

(Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye are like unto 
tombs that have been whitened which outwardly 
indeed appear beautiful, but within are full of dead 
men’s bones and all uncleanness.) 

Woe unto you! For ye build the tombs of the 
prophets and say: If we had been in the days of 
our fathers we would not have been partakers with 
them in the blood of the prophets. So that ye 
bear witness against yourselves that ye are sons 
of those who slew the prophets (now fulfil the 
measure of your fathers)! 

Wherefore also the Wisdom of God said: I send 
to you prophets and wise men and scribes; some of them 
ye will slay and persecute; that there may come upon 
you all the blood shed upon the earth from the blood of 
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Abel to the blood of Zacharias, whom ye slew between 
the temple and the altar. Verily I say unto you, All 
these things will come upon this generation. O Jerusalem! 
Jerusalem! which killeth the prophets and stoneth those 
that are sent to her! How often would I have gathered 
thy children together, even as a hen (gathereth) her 
chickens under her wings, and ye would not. Behold 
your house is left unto you desolate. (For) I say unto 
you: Ye shall not see me from henceforth until 
(it shall come when) ye say: Blessed is he that 
cometh in the name of the Lord. 


56. 


If then they say to you: Lo! he is in the desert! 
Go ye not forth. Lo! he is in the secret chambers! 
Believe it not. For as the lightning cometh forth 
from the east and is seen even unto the west, so 
shall be the coming of the Son of man. Where- 
soever the carcase is, there will the eagles be 
gathered together. 

As were the days of Noah, so shall be the coming 
of the Son of man. For as in the days before 
the flood they were eating and drinking, marrying 
and giving in marriage, until the day that Noah 
entered into the ark, and they knew not until 
the flood came and took them all away, so shall 
be the coming of the Son of man. There shall 
be two in the field, one is taken and one is left; 
two women shall be grinding at the mill, one is 
taken and one is left. 
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37. 


But know this, that if the master of the house 
knew in what watch the thief would come, he would 
have watched and would not have suffered his house 
to have been broken through. (Wherefore be ye 
also ready, for at an hour that ye think not the 
Son of man cometh.) Who then is the faithful 
and wise servant whom his lord hath set over his 
household to give them their meat in due season ? 
Blessed is that servant whom his lord when he 
cometh shall find so doing. Verily I say unto you, 
that he shall set him over all that he hath. But 
if that (evil) servant shall say in his heart: My 
lord tarrieth, and shall begin to smite his fellow 
servants, and shall eat and drink with the drunken, 
the lord of that servant shall come in a day when 
he expecteth not, and in an hour when he knoweth 
not, and shall cut him asunder and appoint his 
portion with the hypocrites. 


58. 


To him (to everyone) that hath it shall be given, 
and he shall have abundance; but from him that hath 
not, even that which he hath shall be taken away. 


59. 
Ye who follow me .. . shall sit upon twelve 
thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.* 


1 Perhaps the parables of the Great Supper and the Talents 
stood in Q (vide supra, pp. 119 ff.), 
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EXCURSUS I 


Ow THE Sayines in Sr, Mart. xi. 25-27 (Sr. Luxe 
x. 21, 22) anp Sr. Marr. xi. 28, 29, 


TuE peculiar contents of these sayings justifies us 
in subjecting their text, the most ancient history of 
their tradition, and their significance, to a minute 
examination. This is the more necessary in that 
in the last years it has been asserted with increas- 
ing confidence that these sayings are not genuine. 
This question cannot be brought nearer to its solu- 
tion without the closest investigation. The exegesis 
of these passages, which had come to a standstill, 
has been set in motion again by the researches of 
Schmiedel and Wellhausen, which afford us most 
valuable hints. 


1 Cf. Credner, “ Beitrige z. Hinl. i. d. bibl. Schriften,” 1832, i, 
s. 248 ff. ; Semisch, ‘‘ Die apostolischen Denkwiirdigkeiten des M. 
Justin,” 1848, s. 364 ff.; Hilgenfeld, ‘* Kritische Unters. tiber die 
Evy. Justins usw.” 1850, s. 201 ff.; Volckmar, ‘Das Ey. Marcions 
1852,” s. 75 ff.; Westcott, “Canon of N. T.4, 1875, p. 133 ff.; 
“Supernatural Religion’, i. p. 401 ff. ; E. Abbot, ‘* The Author- 
ship of the Fourth Gospel,” 1880, p. 91 ff. ; Zahn, “ Tatian,” 1881, 
s. 148 f.; ‘* Kanonsgesch.” i. s. 555 £.; Bousset, « Evangelienzitate 
Justins d. M., 1891,” s. 100 ff.; Resch, ‘‘Texte u. Unters.,’’ Bd. 
10, 2, 1895, s. 196 ff.; H. Holtzmann, “Lehrb. d. NTlichen Theol.,”’ 
i. 1897, s. 272 ff.; H. Holtzmann, *‘ Die Synoptiker,” 3. Aufi., 1901, 
8. 238 ff.; Wellhausen, ‘‘Matth.,” 1904; Schmiedel, «Das 4, 
Evangelium,” 1906, s. 48 f.; the editions of St. Matthew and St. 
Luke by Blass. The verses are treated as a hymn by Brandt (*“ Ey, 
Geschichte,’ 1893, s. 562, 576 f.), Pfleiderer (‘‘ Urchristentum,” 
1902, i.? s, 435 f., 576, 667 ff.), Loisy, and others, 
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If we in the first place confine ourselves to ascer- 
taining the text of the sayings according to the Greck 
manuscripts, there is scarcely any doubt as to the result 


we arrive at. 


St. Matthew. 

| E€ouohoyotpat 
TaTEps Kupte Tob ovpavod 
kal Tis yas, Ort éxpuryas 
TalTa aro copav kat 
CUVET@Y Kal amrexadu\pas 
ava vyriow, val, 6 TaTIp, 
rt oTws evdoKia éyéveTo 


TOl, 


eumporbev cov. 

TavTa jor TrapedoOy 
vo TOU TaTpos [mou], Kal 
oudels ETLYLVOTKEL TOV ulov 
ef wn 6 TaTIp, ovde Tov 


, ’ , 9 
TATEDA Te ETLYLVWOKEL €l 


ne e8 Lm OON , 
un 0 vlogs Kal @ éav BovAn- 
e es , , 
Tal oO vos aTrokadv\yat. 


sou om. &.* 


The first saying runs as follows :— 


St. Luke. 

| B&opodoyobuat “COl, 
TATED, KUpie TOU ovpavou 
Kal THs iiss. tt aréxpuvas 
TavTa aro copay Kat 
guveT@v Kat amrexddurpas 
QuTa vnTlols. Val, 6 TATIp, 
drt ovTws eyéveTo evdoKia 
eum poo bev cou. 

TavTa Ho mrapedoOy 
U7TO TOU TAT pos [mou], Kat 
ovdels yiweoket Tis éoTlv 6 
viog Et Ly O TATIHPs Kal Tis 
’ e 4 , A e e\ 
éoTW O TATNHP El MN O vids 
kal @ dv BovAntat 6 vios 
amoxaduyat. 


matep om. FY — eido- 
kia éyevero offerunt multi 
et boni testes — rapedd6y 
wot nonnulli Codd.; joe 
mapadédorat KIT — azo 
pro vzo D — pou om. D 
— Tis éoTW Oo TaTIp... 
ris eativ 0 vids U and one 
cursive. 


274 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


We accordingly see that St. Matthew and St. Luke 
must have used the same source, namely Q, in a similar 
recension and translation.1 The text in St. Matthew, 
in the two places where it differs from that of St. 
Luke, seems to be preferable, for it is the simpler 
(éxpuyas > azréxpuvas, ETLYWOTKEL TOV TaTépa >yw- 
WOKEL TIS ETT O Tarp). 

Also the introduction to the saying shows a 
common source. 

St. Matthew: "Ev éketvy To Kapp amoxpibeis 6 
"Inoots etme: 

St. Luke: “Ev airy ty dpa iyadddcato Te 
TVEUMATL TH Gy Kal elrev* 

Here also it is certain that St. Matthew is to be 
preferred; for (év) avry ty wpa is a favourite ex- 
pression with St. Luke (seven times), and is intended 
to be more exact than év éxetvw To kaip@, though it 
is true that the latter phrase is found again twice in 
St. Matthew. Likewise jyadXdcaro (ayadXiacrs) is 
of frequent occurrence in St. Luke (seven times in the 
gospel and the Acts, once in St. Matthew); lastly, 
the addition of “ro mvevuat TO wylw” is genuinely 
Lukan. ‘The original therefore ran: « At this time 
Jesus answered and said.” But the situation pre- 
supposed is different in St. Matthew and St. Luke. 
In the former the thanksgiving stands in contrast 
with the denunciation of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and 
Capernaum: Jesus had, after all, found souls sym- 
pathetic to His teaching, and for this He offers 
thanks to the Father. In St. Luke also the de- 


* evdoxla eyévero éumporbér cov is a peculiarly obvious Hebraism ; 
eEouohoyovuat oo also is poor Greek. 
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nunciation of the Galilean cities comes indeed shortly 
before (x. 12-15); but in between, this evangelist 
inserts the record which the disciples returning from 
their mission give concerning their success, and con- 
nects with this the thanksgiving of our Lord. 


St. Matthew connects the second saying with the 
first, so that we must suppose that he regarded it as 
the continuation of the first saying. It is wanting 
in St. Luke. According to the Greek manuscripts 
it runs as follows :— 


Actre mpos pe TAVvTes 
Ol KOTLOVTES Kal mepoptia~ 
, ° ‘ ° , 
MéVvol, KaYW avaTravew 
an ” \ , 
uuas. apaTe Tov Curyov 
jou ep’ Upas Kat pabere 
[am eno0}, Ort am pails ele 
Kal Tamewvos TH Kapola, kat 
evpiirere dvarravew Tais 
Wuyais 0 Umav. 0 yap Cures 
pov Xpnoros kat TO op- 

TLOV [Lov éeXacppov eoTl. 


mepoptisp. ecTé D 
(Ital. Vulg.) — am’ €uot 
om. &.* 


Both sayings—the second in higher degree — 
have a poetical rhythm, and in their construction 
remind us of the poetical form of sayings in the 
Psalms and Prophets; but from this point of view 
they are not unique among the sayings of our Lord— 
indeed, not a few sayings have a similar form. 
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I 


Is the form that has been arrived at above really — 
the most ancient attainable form of the two sayings, 
so that we may at once proceed to exegesis? In the 
case of the second saying, and of the first half of the 
first saying, the question is to be answered in the 
affirmative—the second saying in the earliest times 
was much less often quoted than one might expect— 
but not in the case of the second half of the first 
saying; here we are rather led by indirect tradition 
(partly also by the Versions) to an older form of text, 
whether it be an older form of the text of St. Matthew 
and St. Luke or a form which is independent of them. 
We are here in the fortunate position of knowing the 
wording of the saying (the whole or some portion 
of it) as it was read by Marcion, by the Marcosians, 
by Justin, Tatian, Ireneus, Tertullian, Hippolytus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, the Clementine 
Homilies, and by Eusebius. We have in addition 
the ancient versions. 

We shall first consider the first half of the saying, 
and shall begin with Marcion. Here we have certain 
knowledge that we have before us in the main, not 
extra-canonical tradition, but the text of St. Luke; 
though it is true we also know that Marcion has 
altered many passages in accordance with his own 
peculiar tendency. Marcion read (according to Tert. 
iv. 25, supported in important points by Epiphanius) : 
evxaptoT@® (cot Epiph.) (kai eFouodoyovmat, Tert.), 
Kuple TOU ovpavov, OTL drep iv kpurta coos Kat 
ovverois, amexaduypas yylols. val, o TATHP, STL OVTWS 
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éyévero edokia eutpoabev cov [the last six words are 
not directly attested for Marcion, but follow from the 
vat 6 mato which Epiphanius gives, and from the 
silence of both authorities as to alterations at this 
point]. Marcion’s text differs from the canonical 
(1) in the addition of evyapicr® kai, (2) in the 
absence of ratep, (3) in the absence of kai rigs vis, 
(4) in reading dep jv xpurra (hence xai and a’ra 
must also haye been wanting). Numbers (3) and (4) 
are alterations due to tendency; for the God of 
Marcion must not be “Lord of the earth,” neither 
did He hide the true saving knowledge, but it lay 
hid of itself. On the other hand, (1) and (2) cannot 
be explained as due to the teaching of Marcion. 

Of these four variants the first (evyapior@, but with- 
out é£ouoAoyovua) is found once in Epiph. Her. 
40, '7, and perhaps also in Tatian, but never elsewhere. 
In Tatian, however, the word is doubtful. Ephraem 
writes (“Evang. Concord.,” p. 116, Meesinger): 
«Gratias ago tibi, pater ccelestis—in Greco dicit: 
Gratias ago tibi, deus pater, domine cceli et terre.” 
In respect to the first word Ephraem therefore noticed 
no difference of text. The reading evxapior@ could 
easily have arisen, because éLomoNoryoupat was not very 
intelligible—indeed because it seemed even objection- 
able. Evyapicra® was a word that naturally sug- 
gested itself and took its place, as in Epiphanius. 
Cf. Orig., «De. Orat.,” 5: ro “ eEouoroyotua” tcov 
éott TH “edxapioT@.” The second variant (om. 
matep) is also found in the canonical Lukan text in 
FE” (vide supra); ratep is also wanting in Clem Hom. 
xviii. 15; the text there (Simon Magus speaks) is, 
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however, a mixture of the canonical text and that of 
Marcion (vide infra), so that it cannot count as an 
independent witness. The omission in FW” is pro- 
bably only accidental'—it is wonderful that in the 
MSS. TATED has not more frequently fallen out before 
KUpLE, thus Marcion stands alone with his omission. 
We can scarcely assign any weight to it. The third 
variant (om. T4s ys) is found also in Tatian, who 
besides omits xvpie (this very «ipre—but not ris yis 
—is also wanting in Clem. Hom. viii. 6, where St. 
Peter speaks). The absence of ris yis in Tatian is 
not accidental; he has substituted the usual expression 
“matep ovpave”—for this was his version—for the 
fuller but rarer phrase. There can be no connection 
here either with Marcion or with Clem. Hom. viii. 6, 
where the absence of xvpte is probably only a mistake. 
Thus Marcion’s kvpte Tod ovpavod may be regarded as 
due to tendency, while Tatian’s zatep ovpame may be 
described as nothing more than a gloss.2 The fourth 
variant is also found in Clem. Hom. xviii. 15; Simon 
Magus quotes dep jv KpuTTa coos, amexadubas 
avra xth., and in the context is therefore corrected by 
St. Peter. Elsewhere in the Homilies Simon Magus 
adduces elements characteristic of Marcion; he here 
quotes according to the text of Marcion. 


1 It ought not to be asserted that mdrep is wanting in “a” 
(Vercell.), since at this place a small gap (an undecipherable 
passage?) occurs in ‘a.’ [This gap occurs only in St. Luke; in 
St. Matthew, according to Belsheim, ‘‘a”’ reads “pater,” Note by 
Translator. ] 

® It is possible that Tatian, whose system required a distinction 
to be made between God and a Demiurgus, changed mdrep, xipue 7, 
ovp. K. T. y. into mdrep odpdne. 
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The other variants in the first half of the saying 
are as follows :— 


eLouoAoyijooua: the Marcosians in Iren. i. 20, 3 
(perhaps in accordance with Sirach li. 1; of no im- 
portance).’ 


domine pater: ce.f.ff? i. (of no importance, be- 
cause the transposition was one that easily suggested 


itself). 


deus pater domine: the reading which, accord- 
ing to Ephraem (/.c.), was offered by the Greek; but 
this is most improbable, seeing that none of the 
manuscripts that have come down to us present this 
reading. Yet in Clement of Alexandria (“« Ped.” i. 
6, 32) we read: rarep, 6 O6ds Tot ovpavod Kal Tijs 
ys, but this is probably only a free quotation.’ 


ovpavay Kat vis: Epiph. Le. ris yiis Kal TOV 
ovpavey:* the Marcosians (in Epiph. the plural is 
probably an oversight, but scarcely so with the 
Marcosians). 


Tavta: wanting among the Marcosians, but only in 
the Greek text (of no importance); L. reads avra. 


kat ouverov*: wanting in Syr. Sin. (but only in the 
text of St. Matthew), in “e” and in Clem. Hom. 


1 The Latin translation reads: ‘‘ Confiteor.” 

2 “adrep Kvpie’’ was also understood as an Hendiaduoin; thus 
the heathen in ‘ Macarius Magnus,” iv. 7, writes: 87: otpavod kat 
yas marhip éorw 6 Beds, bd Tod viod wuoroyynra, “ IIdrep Kipe rod 
obpavod Kal ris yhs”’ éyovros. 

3 So in the Latin text ; the Greek has the usual order. 

4° And cuverav kat copdv: D. ard sopdy nal dwardy: 1* (both 
of no importance). 
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(dts) ; but in Clem. Hom. viii. 6 m peo Butépwy } stands 
in its place, and in both places in Clem. Hom. the 
word 6AaQovew occurs with vyrlow, so that the text 
ran: copay mpecBurépwv . . . vyriors Oud aCovow. 
The omission of “kat ovverév” is explained from the 
circumstance that the following parallel clause has only 
one substantive; it is thus due to reflection. This 
omission is presupposed by the reading of the Clemen- 
tine Homilies; it was felt that in copoi . . « vipriot 
the contrast was not striking enough, and therefore 
mpeoBvrepor was (in a truly mechanical fashion) added 
to codoi, so as to make the contrast exact; then it 
was felt that a second word was required with wjmioz, 
and so @7\aQovres was chosen (from St. Matt. xxi. 
16)” We therefore learn nothing here in regard to 
the original text. The formal incongruence only goes 
to prove that this original text really read gTopey Kal 
OUVET@V . « . vyTlow. 


avta: wanting in Tatian (of no importance). 


Ae . , . : az 
ova, o maTnp wov: the Marcosians in Irenseus (ova 
is found again in the New Testament in St. Mark xy. 
29); they also omit the following orws, reading 671 
eurporbév cov evdoxia por [wanting in the Latin] | 
> , . . 
eyevero. In spite of these differences we may not 
assume a translation-variant in this verse, seeing that 
the Marcosians also had evdoxéa. We cannot tell how 


* Only one manuscript prefixes xal. 

* It is noteworthy that the heathen in “ Macarius Magnus” 
(iv. 9) quotes first in exact accordance with St. Matthew: “xa 
drexddupas atta vylos,’? but then continues: «i ard ToY coda 
kéxpuTTas TA wvoeTipia, vntlas dé Kal Onrafouevors éexxéxuTat, 


ee ae 
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these readings arose, but as they are quite isolated we 
can scarcely assign any weight to them. 


yéyovev (for éyévero): only Epiph. Her. 65, 6 
(of no importance). 


Result: The first half of the first saying is trans- 
mitted by St. Matthew (and St. Luke) in its most ancient 
attamable form, also the address: TATEp, KUple TOU 
ovpavod Kal Ths ys, is most probably more ancient 
than all other variants. 


Again the introduction to the second half of the 
first saying presents a few variants. It is of im- 
portance that both Justin (Dial. 100) and Hippolytus 
(c. Noét. 6) give rapadédora: for mapedéOy. This 
variant lies in a direction which we shall notice 
later on ; i¢ aims at translating an historical action into 
the sphere of the timeless and transcendental. For wo 
(rod watpos) D (in St. Luke) reads a0, Hippolytus 
mapa (this is unimportant). Again, while « wou” after 
Tov matpos is wanting in only one of the uncials of 
St. Matthew and St. Luke (and besides in one cursive 
of St. Matthew), it is, on the other hand, wanting in 
quotations by Marcion, Justin, the Marcosians (Latin), 
Hilary, and Victorinus. In the versions it is also want- 
ing in Syr.ber. of St. Matthew, and in a.c.].Syr.*™ 
of St. Luke. Hence it follows with great probability 
that this word was originally wanting in St. Matthew 
and St. Luke, but was inserted in the text already 
at a very early date. Here again the motive of 
insertion may well have been similar to that of 

1 So also Codd. KII, the cursives 60, 254, p8°T, ws‘r, and three 
Colbertine MSS. (all only in St, Luke), 
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the variant mapadédoTat, which however has not made 
its way into the MSS. that have come down to us. 

In the remaining part of the saying two main 
streams of tradition may be distinguished, according 
as: (1) either the aorist éyvw or the present ywooKe 
(emiywooxer or ofdev) is used, and (2) either «to 
know the Father” or “to know the Son” stands 
first. Differences, moreover, occur in the last clause 
(kai & dy BovAyra «rd.).. Trenzeus already noticed 
the first point. He asserts that the aorist eyven 
was an heretical forgery, vide iv. 1: « Nemo cognoscit 
Jiltum nisi pater, neque patrem quis cognosit nisi filius, 
et cut voluerit filius revelare. sic et Mattheus posuit 
et Lucas similiter et Marcus idem ipsum ;? Johannes 


’ The remaining variants in this verse are not of much import- 


ance, Instead of kal ovdels... ovde... Tus (St. Matthew, so also 
Iren. iv. 6, 1; Clem. Hom. xviii. 13 [dzs], the disciple of 
Marcion in Adamant.), or kat ovdels . . . Kal (St. Luke, and besides, 


e.g. the Marcosians in Irenzeus, i. 20, 3; Marcion in Tertullian, 
Epiph.), we also find :— 

obre Tis... otr’ a® tis (Euseb. * Hist, Eccl.,” i. 2); and, moreover, 
in the first clause— 

#ndels (Clem., ‘* Strom.,” v. 84; Euseb., “ De Eccl, Theol.,” i. 12, 
Euseb,, ‘‘ Eclog.,” i. 12); or 

ovdels ydp (e.g. “Clem., Strom.,” vii. 109 ; Euseb., ‘‘ De Eccl. Theol.,” 
i. 15, 16); and in the second clause— 

ovdé [without ris] (Justin [ter]; Marcion in Irenzus, iy. 6, 1; 
Irenzeus [7s], Clem. Alex. [semel], Epiph. [d7s). 
ws ode... tes (Clem. Hom. xvii. 4; xviii. 4, 20). 

otrw kal oddels (Euseb., ‘‘ Demonstr.,” iy, Soro), 

unde. . . Ts (Euseb., ‘ De Eccl. Theol.,” i, 12 {Marcellus]), 

kat ovdels (Epiph. [ter]; Euseb., “Demonstr.,” vy. 1). 

It is a peculiarity of Eusebius that he writes thrice: ef uh udvos 
6 yewhoas adrdy marip (Hist. Eccl.,” i. 2; “‘Demonstr.”’ iv. 3, 13; 
‘‘De Kecl. Theol.,” i. 12). This looks like an amplification originat- 
ing in a Syrian text.. The Syrians loved such amplifications, 

* Irenzeus here makes a mistake; St. Mark has not the saying, 
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enim preterit locum hunc. hi autem qui peritiores 
apostolis volunt esse, sic describunt: nemo cognovit 
patrem nisi filius, nec filtum nisi pater et cui voluerit 
jilius revelare, et interpretantur, quasi a nullo cog- 
nitus sit verus deus ante domini nostri adventum, 
et eum deum qui a prophetis sit annunciatus, 
dicunt non esse patrem Christi.” Here Irenzus 
quite rightly feels that the sense of “cognovit” 
(€yvw) is different from that of « cognoscit” (ywecxet), 
but his assertion that the reading éyyw is an hereti- 
cal corruption is quite mistaken, as will shortly 


appear. 
I shall first give a list of the passages in 


which @yvw is found, and “knowing the Father” 
stands first, then of the quotations with éyvw 


1 This passage is strangely misunderstood by the critics (even 
by Zahn, Tatian, s. 149; ‘‘ Kanonsgesch.,’” i. s, 555 f.), as if the 
censure of Irenzeus were directed against the precedence in order 
of the clause ‘‘to know the Father.’’ This was to him a matter 
of complete indifference (he himself twice quotes in this order) ; 
he is only concerned with the difference of “ cognoscit” and 
‘‘cognovit.’ Again, this passage is usually referred to the 
Marcosians, because Irenzus in Book I. (20, 3) has quoted the 
verse in the version of the Marcosians, But in the context (vide 
iv. 1 ff.; iv. 6, 2; here he is quoting Justin’s work against 
Marcion) he is dealing with the followers of Marcion. These 
heretics are doubtless in the forefront of his mind ; though he may 
also be thinking of the Marcosians, who had in the main the same 
reading of this passage as Marcion. Moreover, the two quotations, 
i, 20, 3 and iy. 6, 1, vary somewhat from one another. Where 
Irenzus gives the Marcosian version of the saying (i, 20, 3), he 
writes: kal rdv vicv ef ui 6 marnp Kal @ ay 6 vids dmoxad’7y (so also 
the Old Latin); in our passage he represents the heretics as 
reading: ‘‘ Nec filium nisi pater, et cui voluerit filius revelare,” 
This ‘‘ nec”’ is also given by the disciple of Marcion in Adaman- 


tius. 
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and with “knowing the Son” at the begin- 
Bie 2 


t yyw Tov matépa . . . Tov vidy (without a verb) : 
Justin, Apol., i. 63 [ dis]; Marcosians in Iren., 
i. 20, 3; Marcion in Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

eyva Tov maTépa ... &yyw tov vicv: Tatian;? 
Euseb., Demonstr., iv. 8, 13; Euseb., De- 
monstr., v. 1; Euseb., De Eccl. Theol., i. 12 
(probably also Orig., De Princ., ii. 6, 1; 
“novit . .-. novit”). 

eyvw Tov mwaTépa... yweoke Tov viov: the dis- 
ciple of Marcion in Adamantius (p. 44, ed. 
van de Sande). 

4 \ , , A \ e?7 

eyvo Tov TWaTEpa . . . yvwn Tote Tov viov: Euseb., 
Hist. Eecl., i. 2. 

eyvw Tov mwaTépa . . . oldev Tov vidv: Clem. 
Hom., xvii. 4; xviii. 4, 13 [dis], 20. 

[eyvw rov matépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. Alex., 
Protrept., i. 10; Peedag., i. 5, 20 and i. 8; 

1 A dagger marks the passages in which only one verb is found ; 
the passages in which the quotation is imperfect—i.e. where only 
one of the two clauses is given—are included within brackets, I 
have paid no attention to the difference between rdy mwarépa and 
tls éorw 6 marhp, because the more circumstantial phrase practically 
never occurs, 

* The order is quite certain; it is not certain that Mesinger’s 
“‘novit’’ presupposes éyyw.—The “ novit” which is found ina few 
Old Latin MSS, of St. Luke certainly =éyvw; for the great majority 
of these MSS. give (in St. Luke) “scit.’ Codex Veronensis (b) 
forms one of the minority, it reads here: ‘Nemo novit patrem 
nisi filius et que.. . bit [=novit] fili.. . nisi pater ... voluerit, 
&c.” (Perhaps for “‘ que’? we should read “‘qui[s]”—vide ‘*q.’’) 


The reading éyvw is also attested by Cod. Vercell. (a)—for the 
reading here of this important codex vide infra—as well as hy ‘‘q,” 
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Strom., v. 84, vii. 58; Origen, Selecta in Ps. 
[T. 11, p. 393, Lomm.]; c. Cels., ii. 71, vii. 
44; on St. John, p. (20), 49, 248, 301, 334, 
474 f. (ed. Preuschen), &c.;+ Concil. Antioch. 
c. Paulum Samos.; Euseb., Eclog., i. 12.; 
Tertull. adv. Mare., ii. 27 (cognovit) ; 
Preescr., 21 (novit)]. 


t ya Tov vidv . . . Tov warépa (without a verb): 
Clem. Alex., Pedag., i. 9, 88; Strom., 
i. 178; Orig., c.. Cels., vi. 17. 

[eyuwm tov vidv . .. without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Orig. on St. 
John, p. 474]. 

olo€ TOV vloV ... ey TOV TAaTEpa. : Epiph., 
Her., 65, 6. 


Now follow quotations without @yyw. Again we 
first give those in which “knowing the Father” 
comes at the beginning :— 
T ywaoke TOV TATEPA » » » tov viov (without a 
verb): Justin, Dial., 100.’ 

t ywooke tis dot 6 maTIp . . . Tis 6 vids (with- 
out a verb): Marcion [according to Tertull., 
iv. 25, but according to Iren. and Adamant. 
eyv, vide supra), Cod. U of St. Luke. 

[yorker TOV TaTépa . . » without the parallel 

clause (thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. 
Alex., Strom., vii. 109.] 


1 "Eyvw is also found in other quotations in Origen and even in 
later Alexandrians (e.g. Alexander and Didymus), 
2 Justin here expressly says: év r@ evaryyerly yéypamras elmuy. 
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t emuywioKe Tov watépa . . . Tov vidv (without a 
verb): Iren., ii. 6, 1, iv. 6, 3; fragm. Syr., 
xv. (ed. Harvey). 

[emuywooker Tov Tatépa - - . without the parallel 
clause (thus an imperfect quotation): Clem. 
Alex., Dives, 8; Iren., iv. 6, 6]. 

olde TOV mTaTépa . . . olde TOV viv: Epiph., Her., 
69, 43; Ancor., 11. 

t olde tov watépa . . . Tov vidv (without a verb) : 
Epiph., Her., 74, 4; 76,1, Nr. 29; 76,1, Nr. 
32. 

[oide tov marépa . . . without the parallel clause 
(thus an imperfect quotation): Euseb., De 
Eccl. Theol., i. 16.1] 


T ywoore tis €otw 6 vids . . . tis 6 matip (with- 
out a verb): St. Luke (with exception of the 
Codd. U, a, b).? 

ervywooKet Tov vidv . . . ETUYLYOOKEL TOV TaTépa : 
St. Matt. (so also Syr.; only one cursive 
reverses the order); Iren., iv. 6, 1. 

} emiywooket Tov viov . . . Tov Tatépa (without a 
verb): Iren., iv. 6, 7. 

olde Toy viov . . . Olde TOY TaTépa : Epiph., Her., 
54, 4. 

} otde Tov vidv . . . Tov matépa (without a verb) : 


Epiph., Her., 64,9; 76, 1, Nr. 7. 


1 Variations in Eusebius are also brought about by his use of 
the text of Marcellus. 

> A peculiar variant occurs in Syr.sin. of St. Luke: “ And who 
knoweth the Son save the Father, and who knoweth the Father 
save the Son?” Cf. the Latin codex “q”?: “Et quis novit 
patrem ‘”’ and perhaps also “‘F.’ 
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Codex Vercellensis (a) here stands quite by itself. 
In the text of St. Luke (not in St. Matthew) it omits 
the “knowing the Son” altogether, and reads: « Omnia 
mihi tradita sunt a patre, et nemo novit quis est 
pater nisi filius et cuicumque voluerit filius, revelavit.” 


Before we give our verdict on these readings, 
let us bring together the variants which occur in 
the concluding clause :— 

1. Kai @ dv Bovryrat 6 vios aroxadiyat: St. Luke, 
St. Matthew, Iren. iv. 6, 1, &c. &c. (Syr.*™ in 
St. Matthew does not read otherwise). 

2. kat @ dv Bovdntae amroxadvyae avros amoKan- 
Urtre Syr.ber; cf «Et cuicumque voluerit filius 
revelavit ” (a). 

3. kai @ dv 6 vies amoxadvWy: Marcion; the 
Marcosians; Clem. Alex. (septies); Origen (scape); 
Tert. De Prescr., 21 (“revelavit”); Euseb., Eclog., 
i. 12; Concil. Antioch.; Epiphan. (nonnull. loc.). 

4. kai ® dv aroxadiy: Epiph. [sepius], both 
after «“ knowing the Father” and « knowing the Son.” 

5. cat @® dy avros azoxadiy: Nicetas (after 
« knowing the Son”). 

6. kat @ dv o vios amoxad’rtea: Epiph., Her., 
74, 4. 

7. kat ols dv BovAnra 6 vios azoxadiwya: Clem., 
Hom. [quater].1 

8. Kat ols (dv) 6 vios amoxadvyy vel amoxadi Wy o 
vids: Justin [ter], Iren. [ter']. 

1 The passage, Clem. Hom, xviii, 7: kal ols (not ¢ as Blass 


gives it) dv BovAnra: 6 vids droxadvrre, ought not to be taken into 
consideration, because it is a free quotation, 
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A 


1. A section of the Marcionites,! the Marcosians, 
Justin (in the « Apology”), (Tatian), the Alexandrians 
(Clement, Origen [both practically always], and still 
later writers), and Eusebius (practically always) 
agree in reading @yvw. Accordingly éyvw is the 
reading which has in its favour the most ancient 
testimony. 

2. The reading éyvw stood in St. Luke ;? for this 
is suggested by the reading in Marcion’s gospel, and 
the hypothesis is supported by the “novit” of the 
very ancient Latin codices Vercellensis (a) and 
Veronensis (b) in St. Luke, while the remaining Old 
Latin codices (with the exception of « ”) read « scit.” 
The hypothesis finally receives very strong support 
in the other aorists—éxpurlas, amexaupas, eyevero, 
mapedoOn,$ 

1 According to the testimony of Irenzeus (and Adamantius). We 
may well believe that Tertullian read ywooke (“scit”) in his 
exemplar of the gospel of Marcion; but there is no difficulty in 
supposing that this reading also found its way into exemplars of 
Marcion’s gospel, although éyvw was welcome to them. The same 
thing, therefore, happened with them as with Justin, who also gives 
both readings. If, however, any one feels bound to take up the 
position that Tertullian alone presents the genuine and unique 
text of Marcion—who accordingly read ywedexer—still the number 
of ancient witnesses for éyyw is great enough to compel us to 
decide that St. Luke wrote éyvw, 

2 This is also the opinion of Blass, Keim, Meyer, and Schmiedel, 

3 Weiss, on the contrary, asserts that éyvw arose from conforma- 
tion with rapedééy, But why is it that this conformation takes 
place only in the text of St. Luke and not also in St. Matthew ? 
That éyyw was supplanted by ywéoxer may however also be ex- 


plained from the fact that the following clause: ¢ ay aroxaduwy, 
seemed to demand the present tense in the preceding verb, 
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3. We can, moreover, conjecture how it was 
that the reading ywaéoxe arose in St. Luke, from 
the remarks of Irenzus in the passage quoted above ; 
the present made its way from St. Matthew into 
St. Luke and established itself there as an anti- 
Marcionitic reading. It is already attested by Justin 
but in a later work (the Dialogue), and it pre- 
dominates in ecclesiastical manuscripts of Irenzus. 
In the West éyvw disappeared at an earlier date 
than in the East. 

4. The persistence of éyvw and its correct inter- 
pretation in the East is especially manifest in those 
quotations where this historic aorist was regarded 
as suitable when applied to the knowledge of the 
Father (on the part of the Son), and was accordingly 
preserved, while a present (in accordance with St. 
Matthew, vide infra) was inserted into the Lukan 
text as applied to the knowledge of the Son (on 
the part of the Father), as in Adamantius (y.vdcxer) 
and in Clem. Hom. [five times] and Epiph. Her., 
65, 6 (otdev). 

5. In the text of St. Matthew the present, émiywoo- 
cet, stood from the beginning (éréyvw does not occur 
in any authority); it was also from the beginning 
repeated in the second clause, while the éyvw in 
St. Luke was not repeated. This formal difference 
between the two gospels explains those instances of 
mixed text wherein sometimes the éyvw is repeated 
(vide Eusebius), sometimes the érivywwoKe is not 
repeated (Irenzus), while the clauses are sometimes 
conjoined by «ai, sometimes by ovde. 

6. The reading oidev is found only in the 

T 
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Clementine Homilies and in Epiphanius, some- 
times once, sometimes repeated in the two clauses; 
it was thus confined to Syria and need not therefore 
be considered. It is probably to be explained from 
the influence of the Johannine vocabulary. 


B 


The clause concerning “« knowing the Father” stood 
first in Marcion (according to Iren., Tertull., and 
Adamant.), in the version of the Marcosians, in Justin, 
Tatian, Irenzeus (but not always), the Clementine 
‘Homilies, Eusebius, in Codex U of St. Luke (and 
in Codex Veronensis), while the clause concerning 
“knowing the Son” stood first in the text of St. 
Matthew (with the exception of one cursive, which 
means nothing), in the remaining authorities for 
St. Luke, and in Clement of Alexandria. Irenzus, 
Origen, the later Alexandrians and Epiphanius, 
attest both arrangements of the clauses. The solu- 
tion of the problem presented by these facts—seeing 
that Marcion had the Lukan text before him 2_is 
that in St. Luke the clause concerning “ knowing the 
Father” certainly stood first, and that the con- 
trary was probably the case in St. Matthew. We 
cannot be quite certain about the passage in St. 
Matthew, only because we have no instance of quota- 
tion of the text of St. Matthew before Ireneus and 

* The one place in Eusebius is an imperfect quotation, which has 
no weight. 

* For this very reason it is not permissible to explain the pre- 


cedence of this clause by the influence of oral tradition or of an 
apocryphal gospel. 
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Clement of Alexandria; the witness of Irenzus, how- 
ever, is divided. 


C 


In regard to the concluding clause :— 

1. It is certain that 6 vids was repeated in it; for 
the omissions in Syr. "™ in Epiphanius (often) and 
Nicetas (who substitutes avrds), are of no account in 
the criticism of the text. 

2. The short form azoxadiyy (for BovAnrat azro- 
xadvvyat) has earlier attestation than the other, seeing 
that it occurs in Marcion, in the Marcosian version, 
Justin (thrice), Irenaeus (as a rule), Clement of 
Alexandria, Origen (often), &c. 

8. The form ois ay has excellent sponsors in 
Justin, Ireneus (except in one passage), and the 
Clementine Homilies, but Marcion and the Mar- 
cosians do not give it. 

4, The indicative amoxadvrte (amexaduyev) in 
Syr. Met, Cod. Vercell. (« revelavit”; so also Tertull., 
«De Preescr.,” 21, but this does not say much), and 
once in Epiph., is too weakly attested for us to follow 
this reading. 

Result: We have now no means of determining 
which of the three forms1—@ dy 0 vids amoxadiyy— 
ols av 0 vidos aroxadiyy—@ av BovAntat o vios azo- 
xadv\yar—is the original, whether at first this clause 
had different forms in St. Matthew and St. Luke, and 
how these readings were distributed between the two 
evangelists. On the strength, however, of the testi- 


1 The reading ols dv BovAnrat 6 vids daroxadkvpa is only attested by 
the Clementines, and thus falls out of account, 
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> 


mony of Marcion, it is probable that 6 dy o vids amo- 
kadvyy stood in St. Luke, especially seeing that the 
Marcosians also give this reading, and that they also 


(vide supra) have followed the Lukan text. 


D 


The result of our investigations up to this point is 
that in St. Luke the saying read as follows :— 

TATA Mot TapEddOy UTO TOU TaTpéds, Kal ovdels eyve 
Tis €oTW O TaTnp el uy 0 vids, Kat Tis éotw 6 vids et 
py oO TaTnp Kat @ dy o vidos aroxadiwy, but in St. 
Matthew: wavta mou mrapedoOn UTo TOU TAT pos, Kat 
ovdels eriyiwooKer TOY viov e& uy 6 maTyp, ovde Tov 
Tatéoa Tis EmLywwrKel el pw} O ULOS [vel: tov TaTépa 
<8 6 Ules. «5 TOR Oe. ee Tavno] Kat ® [ois] 
dv BovAnrat 6 vids aroxadvwat [vel: av o vids aro- 
Karvy] 

But can we remain satisfied with this result? It 
is impossible, for the following reasons. (Let us at 
first consider the Lukan text) :— 

1. We do not at all expect to find the clause 
concerning “knowing the Son” in this connection 
(though of course it cannot be said to be a discrep- 
ancy); for this ascription of praise is concerned both 
at the beginning and the close with the knowledge of 
God. 

2. The historic aorist « éyvw ” suits excellently the 


* It is possible to suppose that the original form read: ¢ (ofs) 
av BotAnrat 6 vids droxadtrrew drokadvwre, and that from this the 
two shorter forms were derived; but this cannot be proved,— 
"AroxadiWy and Bothnrar droxadtwat may, besides, be taken as 


translation-variants, if BotAnra: daroxaddyou is regarded as simply 
a periphrasis for the future, 
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Son’s knowledge of the Father, but it does not suit so 
well the Father's knowledge of the Son; this has been 
noticed by thoughtful copyists, who have tried to 
overcome the difficulty in varlous ways (vide supra). 

3. The clause cat e dv o vids amocariy only 
suits the clause ovdeis é@ éyve Tle €TTLY O TaTNp el wy 
0 vios, but not the other clause with which it is connected 
above in St. Luke (the Son is God's interpreter and not 
His own). This also has been correctly seen by the 
copyists, who have accordingly overcome the afieules Yy by 
transposition’ (or even by changing vids into avros, 
which then refers to the Father). 

4. In Cod. Vercell. of St. Luke we even now read 
(vide supra) the saying, without the clause concerning: 
“knowledge of the Son.” * 


In my opinion, we are simply forced to the conclusion 
that im St. Luke the words “kat Tis éotiv 6 vlog et 
By 6 TaTHP” were wanting.® 

If they were wanting nm St. Luke, they were also 
wanting m Q;* this goes without saying. Then, 
however, it is a relatively insignificant question 
whether the first evangelist is to be regarded as 
responsible for their insertion, or whether originally 


1 But the transposition creates a new difficulty, seeing that 
«the knowing of the Son” now comes before “ the knowing of the 
Father,” which is very strange both in itself and in its context. 

2 The readings of this codex elsewhere are of great weight. 

3 On behalf of the originality of the words an appeal is made 
to the rhythmic structure of the saying, which it is said demands 
them. But even without these words a rhythm is present, and I 
do not see that with their addition the rhythm is a better one. 

4 This is also Wellhausen’s opinion; but he does not enter 
closely into the history of the text, 
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they were also wanting in the first gospel! On this 
point one cannot arrive at any definite decision. 
At all events the interpolation is very ancient; for 
all our authorities for St. Matthew and all our 
authorities, except one, for St. Luke have it. 
The most probable, because the simplest, hypothesis 
is that «St. Matthew” himself brought it into 
the text—the same evangelist who changed the 
historic aorist into the present and who wrote 
(xxvill. 18): «All power is given unto me in 
heaven and in earth.” It is not quite certain what 
position he gave to the interpolation ; it is, however, 
extremely probable that he gave it the first place ; 
for this is in accordance with the testimony of the 
MSS., and the history of the text is most simply explained 
on such an hypothesis. If Greek Christians possessed 
from the beginning the two forms: ovdels éyvw ris 
eoTlW O Tarn el n O ulos, aNd: ovdels eTLYLVOTKEL 
TOV vioV Ef [4 6 TAT, ovde TOV Tarépa TIS eTLywerKet 
et 4 6 vids—then all the mixed forms of text, 
together with their early appearance, are explained 
in the simplest way.2 The interpolation into the 
Lukan text of the words “The Son no one save 


1 So far as the content is concerned, the clause shows itself as 
an interpolation in St. Matthew as clearly as in St. Luke; for if it 
is placed at the beginning it conflicts with the natural order (it 
is to the Son that the knowledge of the Father is delivered, and 
the knowledge of the Son ought not to stand before the knowledge 
of the Father); if it is placed at the end, then the concluding 
clause is out of harmony with it. 

* We have therefore no need to have recourse also to the in- 
fluence of a distinct oral tradition different from that of the 
gospels, or to an apocryphal gospel. Of course such an influence 
remains possible, 
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the Father,” marks the first important step towards 
intermixture, which must have been taken almost 
at once, while the change of the aorist @yyw into 
the present marks the second step. 

The saying thus ran in Q as in St. Luke (or 
nearly as in St. Luke): efouoroyodual co, rarep, 
KU pte TOU ovpavou Kat Ths Ys, OTL éxpuryas TAVTA GTO 
copay Kat cuveTay Kal aiexadupas ada vytiows* val, 
O TaTnp, OTL olTws éyévero evdoKia %urpocbev cov. 
TavTA wot TapeddOy bro Tod TaTpds, Kal ovdels eyrw 
TOV matépa [vel: Tis ert 6 mario] e& py Oo uios Kat 
@ dy 6 vios aoxaddy. 


II 


The source gave no information concerning the 
situation in which this thanksgiving was spoken, 
for “éy ékelvw TO Kalpw amoxpiGels 6 Incois etme” 
says nothing. Nor may we draw any conclusion 
from the fact that in the source the thanksgiving 


1 In quotations of the passage torn from its context the Lukan 
form : tls éori 6 marhp (and rls éorw 6 vids) almost everywhere dis- 
appears. No weight is, however, to be assigned to this circum- 
stance.—That the original readings should have entirely disappeared 
in the Greek MSS. of St. Luke, and almost entirely in the Latin 
MSS., is unfortunately by no means exceptional. Compare, eg., 
how the true Lukan text has disappeared in the Lord’s Prayer 
(vide ‘‘Sitzungsber. d. Preuss. Akad., 1904,” s. 195 ff.), or how 
dveldioas in St. Mark xy. 34 has been deleted from the whole 
tradition of the East (id. 1901, s. 261 ff.). The Lukan text has 
been far more thoroughly corrected from that of St. Matthew than 
our textual critics are inclined to admit. Our passage also bears 
witness to this fact. It is worthy of note that St. John i, 18 (Gedy 
ovdels Edpaxey muwmore’ 6 povoyerijs vids 6 dy els Tov Kb\rov TOD raTpés, 
éxeivos ¢ényjoaro) has had as good as no influence upon the textual 
history of our saying. 
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followed after (or soon after) the condemnation of 
the Galilean cities, seeing that the passages are 
in a contrary sense.1 We have thus to deal with 
an isolated saying which has, however, been torn from 
a definite context, as 1s shown by the “Tatra” at the 
beginning. This fact of itself speaks against the 
hypothesis that our thanksgiving is a «Christian 
hymn”; in such an independent composition this 
retrospective “ ravra” would have been avoided. 

The first half of the first saying presents no 
occasion for objection. Our Lord offers thanks- 
giving to the Father openly—are we perhaps to say 
that this is inconsistent with St. Matt. vi. 6? He 
addresses Him as “ Father” (not « My Father”) and 
as Lord of heaven and earth—so great is the Divine 
act for which praise is given! the context plainly 
shows that the thanksgiving is for something con- 
nected with our Lord’s teaching—i.e. His revelation of 
the knowledge of God (not with miracles, &c.); for it 
is only in regard to teaching that men are called 
copot and wriou.2 This distinction, and the state- 
ment that the m)jzioc show themselves receptive,® is 


1 St. Luke, very suitably so far as the thought is concerned, 
places the thanksgiving directly after the return of the disciples 
from their missionary journey, but it is quite improbable that this 
order rests upon tradition, because this evangelist also gives the 
condemnation of the cities just beforehand. 

* Whether we are to lay any stress upon the absence of the 
article before copol and vimioi is questionable. The absence can 
be interpreted as a limitation (not all the wise and not all the 
simple) ; its force can, however, also be rendered by the paraphrase : 
‘‘from such people as are wise ’—“to such people as are simple.” 

§ The significance of yfmio (“ Peta’im,” as in Ps. xix. 8, cxvi. 6) is 
different from that of the word with St. Paul. In St. Paul the 
vii. are always Christians who are still undeveloped like children. 


Pe ee 
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quite in accordance with other sayings of our Lord, 


and is therefore not peculiar. He, however, praises 
the Father, not only for the revelation vouchsafed 
to the wj7ro1, but also because the Father has hidden 
this knowledge from the wise and prudent. There is 
a harsh note here which already sounded intolerable 
to Marcion, but it is also heard in other sayings and 
is an indication of genuineness. Moreover, we must 
here notice the aorists: not what God always does, 
but what He had done on the present occasion—in 
the success of the ministry of Jesus—was the subject 
of the thanksgiving. Hence some instance of success 
of this kind, notorious to all, which has not however 
been transmitted in history, must have preceded the 
thanksgiving. The vai takes up the é£ouodoyotduar, 
and the clause 671 olrws evdoxia éyévero eum poo Oey 
gov takes up the thought of the preceding clause.’ 
The overpowering glory of the experience in the 
soul most naturally constrained the tongue to such 
repetition in the thanksgiving.” 

The first half of the saying dominates and de- 
termines the second half. In the first half our 
Lord gives thanks for that which had happened (the 
revelation of the knowledge of God), in the second 
half He gives clear expression to the fact that this 
revelation had been vouchsafed through Himself; for 
it was just the success of His own ministry that incited 

1 Of. St. Matt. xviii. 14: obrws (ovx) éoriy OéAnua eumpoobev Tod 
marpos vuav. Evdoxta reminds us of the evdd«noa at the Baptism. 

2 Also the vocative mdrep is taken up by 6 warnp, but is this 
a simple repetition? May not 6 mar#p here signify, “Thou who 


art the Father.”—The word otrws can only refer backwards, and 
has nothing to do with the introduction of what follows. 
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Him to offer praise. Thus what follows necessarily 
connects with what goes before. The zavra is exactly 
determined by what goes before and by what follows, 
as well as by the verb zapedd0n. It cannot mean 
«all things” but only the whole doctrine (the doctrine 
is “ paradosis ”), the complete revelation of the know- 
ledge of Godt It has been « delivered” to Him by 
the Father, and indeed first to Him the Son——He has 
now learnt to know the Father; before Him no one 
knew the Father *—then through Him to those who 


1 We have no choice but either to give rdyra an entirely un- 
limited significance (the government of the world, the Messianic 
power and authority), or to refer it to the knowledge (doctrine) as 
do Grotius, Hofmann, Holtzmann, Schmiedel, Joh. Weiss, Well- 
hausen, and others. The latter alternative is, however, alone 
possible, seeing that the passage proceeds at once to speak, and 
to speak exclusively, of the knowledge of God, and seeing that 
the preceding dmoxdAvyis is unequivocally determined, by the 
contrast between cogol and virioe to which it refers, as a revelation 
of a knowledge. The objection that mapad:ddvar can only be used 
of human transmission of teaching, and that the word therefore 
cannot have this sense here (Pfleiderer), is perverse. In St. Matt. 
XXviil. 18, we do not read “ wapeds0n,” but “« €650y”? wow waoa éovcla 
év ovparp Kat él ys. 

2 The kat (ovddels &yvw) after maped60n (brd Tod marpéds) is not quite 
clear ; it is easiest to take it as explicative or rather consecutive, 
‘The knowledge of the Father is included in the delivery of the 
complete doctrine,” or ‘‘ The knowledge of the Father follows upon 
this delivery.” Weiss, on the contrary, supposes that the clause 
introduced by xal gives the essential ground for the wdvra po. 
mapedd6n. So indeed we are compelled to interpret, if with Weiss 
we accept the words, “No man knoweth the Son save the Father,” 
and regard their position at the beginning as correct; for this 
clause can be regarded neither as an explanation of nor as giving 
the result of mdvra wor mapeds6y. But of course we are forced 
simply to read into this clause the idea that it gives the ground 
of what goes before, for no hint of this is given in the passage 
itself. The words indeed fall quite out of the context, If one 
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were receptive, of whom it is therefore now true, just 
as of the Son, that: wavra avrois maped00n. 

In this train of thought, when it is compared with 
the utterances of our Lord, which are certainly genuine, 
there are two elements which might be regarded as 
strange: first, the abstract distinction that is drawn 
in the terms “the Father” and «the Son,” then the 
assertion that «No man has known the Father save 
the Son.” The same distinction is also found 
(according to Wellhausen) in St. Mark xiii. 32 (ovde 

€ y+ i0e e ef + 4 e , 1 . 
OL ayyedot ovde 0 vios, et wy O TaTHp), and that in 
a saying which denies our Lord’s knowledge of the 
future, and thus assuredly belongs to the most ancient 
tradition. However, as to the ovdeis, it ought not 
to be pressed nor taken as Marcion interprets it, as 
if it implied a rejection of the prophets of the Old 
Testament. It says no more than is said in St. 
Luke x. 24: zroAXoi Tpopirat Kat Bacireis 0EAnocav 
NA Ae A , 4 9 cy . 
locity & vueig BXEreTe Kat ov eédav, or in the words 
concerning the Baptist and the least in the Kingdom 
of God. On the other hand, importance is to be 
assigned to the aorist @yvw (in distinction from the 
present). Nothing is said of a relationship of the Son 
to the Father that is ever abiding—to say nothing 
takes one’s stand on the correct text, we should at first expect 
the passage to run in the following form: “All has been delivered 
to Me by the Father, and I alone have learned to know Him, and 
he to whomsoever I will to reveal Him.” But it is quite intelligible 
that ‘the Son” should have taken the place of “I,” seeing that 
this ‘‘I1” showed itself as “Son” in the very fact of this complete 
and primary knowledge. 

1 Of, also St. Luke xxii. 29: kdyo drarlewar byiv Kadds dié0erd wo 
6 warhp pov THY Bacidelay, va ecOnre Kal mivnre éml ris Tpamesns pov 
év 79 Baoihela pov, of which the “antiquity ” is unmistakable, 
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of timeless; on the contrary, this éyvw also stands 
within the sphere of the e£ouoroyooua «TA. at the 
beginning: our Lord offers thanksgiving to the Father 
because He has delivered to Him all knowledge, because 
He the Son is the first to learn to know the Father, 
because He the Father has revealed this knowledge to 
the wjmrio1, and because it will continue to be revealed 
only through Him the Son.1_ The passage throughout 
deals with circumstances of actual historic fact. 

If the saying belongs to the best and most ancient 
tradition, it can have been spoken by our Lord only 
during the later period of His ministry, and it further 
presupposes that during this period our Lord upon 
other occasions called Himself «the Son.” This con- 
clusion will necessarily be disputed by those who 
suppose themselves bound not to allow our Lord any 
other self-designation than that of a Teacher, of a — 
Prophet, and—at the close of His ministry—of the 
Suture Messiah. But the transition from the designa- 
tions of Teacher and Prophet to that of the future 
Messiah demands, both in the self-consciousness of 
Jesus and also in outward expression, some middle 
term, and it is difficult to see why tradition must be 
supposed to be in error when it presents us here with 
the designation «the Son.” If this could mean 
absolutely nothing else than «J am the present 
Messiah,” then it would be unintelligible; but the 
concrete situation in which our Lord found Himself 
limited the sphere of significance of the expression 
both for Himself and for His hearers. At the pre- 


1 Note how the two halves of the saying are brought into 
correspondence by dmexd\upas and droxkahtwy. 
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sent He is the Chosen One, the Beloved One, thus the 

Son, and therefore in the future—that is, soon—He 
will come in the clouds of heaven and will receive the 
office of Messiah, whose function is essentially active. 
If criticism can produce no valid objections against 
the tradition that our Lord towards the end of His 
ministry called Himself the Son of Man (in the sense 
of Daniel), so, in my opinion, there is still less ground 
for hesitation in accepting the genuineness of the 
tradition that our Lord called Himself “the Son,” 
because it is absolutely impossible to imagine how He 
could have arrived at the conviction that He was the 
future Messiah without first knowing Himself as stand- 
ing in an unique relationship to God. What, however, 
our Lord in this passage says of Himself as the Son, 
goes beyond what is expressed in other sayings, notin 
the thought itself, but only in its pregnant form. 

1 In conclusion, I would with all reserve also bring forward an 
historical witness to the antiquity, even to the genuineness of this 
saying. I do not share the confidence with which lately countless 
conceptions and words of St. Paul are traced back to utterances 
of our Lord; but whenever I read 1 Cor. i. 19, 21 (yéyparra ydp' 
amo Thy coplay Tav copay, kalrny civerw TaY TUVETOY AOeTHTW... 
érel yap ev TH coplg Tod Oeod ovk éyvw 6 kbopos bid codlas roy 
Gedy, evddxnoev 6 Oeds dia ras pwplas Tod KnptbymaTos THoat 
rovs miorevovTas), | am ever again struck by the coincidence here both 
in thought and vocabulary with our saying, though all of course has 
passed through the crucible of the Pauline mind. Nevertheless, im- 
pressions are deceptive, and are in this instance far from attaining 
to the dignity of a proof. Pfleiderer, ‘‘ Das Urchristentum,” i.? 
s. 435 f., thinks that it is very probable that the saying is de- 
pendent upon St. Paul. But vj is not Pauline (vide supra), and 
“the specifically Pauline thought that the real knowledge of Christ 
and of God is hidden from the natural man and is only revealed 
to human perception by the Spirit of God,” is simply read by 
Pfleiderer into our text, which is concerned with a contrast of quite 
a different nature. 
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The original version of the saying (in Q) may be 
defended on good grounds; but the canonical version 
in both gospels is « Johannine” in character and in- 
defensible. By the interpolation of the clause, «no 
man knoweth the Son save the Father” before the 
clause concerning « knowledge of the Father,” and by 
the change of the aorist into the present, the whole 
complexion of the saying is altered 4—so seriously 
altered that even the significance of the tavra and 
the wavra in the clause “ zdavra pot mapedoOn” tends © 
to become a matter of doubt.2 A formal likeness of 
Father and Son, who are distinguished only by the 
different names, and a relationship of Father and Son 
which never had a beginning, but remains ever the 
Same, now come to expression. Of course we are not 
absolutely obliged thus to interpret the canonical 
saying,* yet we cannot by any method of interpreta- 
tion make it much less metaphysical. If the first 

? Note also that by the interpolation the rhythmic structure of 
the saying is emphasised. This is not unimportant in reference 
to the question whether, and in what measure, the rhythms in the 
sayings of Jesus are original. 

® In logical consequence an attempt was now made also to 
change raped60y into rapadéSorat (vide supra, Justin and Hippolytus), 
but this correction is no longer found in the manuscripts. 

3 We can also interpret the present émvywioxec in St. Matthew, 
as if it were determined by the preceding maped60n, and therefore 
as if it were not to be understood as timeless but as describing 
the result of an historical action. 

“ Zahn (‘‘ Matth.,” s. 441) expounds the passage as follows: ‘“‘ The 
Son is thus not only the agent of revelation, who imparts the 
knowledge of God to those who are receptive, but He is also 
Himself a mystery, which was at first hidden from man and which 
needed a revealing. The Son belongs to the objects (rafra) which 
are now opened to knowledge. The knowledge of the Son as the 
only Son of God, in the full sense of the word, is inseparably 
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evangelist himself wrote the passage as we read it, then 
—even with the most cautious interpretation of the 
passage—his own Christology approached very nearly 
to that of the Johannine writings in one of the most 
important points, and it can therefore be only due to 
his relatively faithful reproduction of his sources that 
this characteristic does not more frequently appear in 


his gospel. 
IV 


The second saying, which in St. Matthew follows 
immediately after the first, has come down to us only 


connected with the knowledge of God as the Father of Jesus and 
of those who become sons because they belong to Jesus. It is, 
however, significant that the knowledge of the Son is mentioned 
first. This is the new fact, that which distinguishes the present 
revelation from all which preceded it—the fact of a Man whom to 
know is the way to attain to the knowledge of God. For this very 
reason the knowledge of God, which is now attainable, is a new 
thing. We moderns would say: With the personality of Jesus a 
new religion, Christianity, came into existence. While, concern- 
ing the knowledge of the Father, it is expressly said that the 
Son alone imparts it, a corresponding statement in regard to the 
knowledge of the Son is wanting. It is, however, obvious that 
this knowledge can only be imparted by Him, of whom it is said 
that He alone possesses such knowledge —namely, the Father, 
The Father reveals the Son as the Son reveals the Father [!]. As, 
however, the knowledge of the Father and the knowledge of the 
Son are only two sides of the same mystery which is now revealed, 
it follows that the Father and the Son in fellowship with one another 
are both subject and object of the Revelation” [the italics are mine]. 
This is quite enough to help us to a definite decision concerning 
the historical character of the saying as given in St. Matthew. It 
~ is noteworthy that Zahn’s exegesis justifies the placing of the clause 
concerning ‘ knowing the Son”’ at the beginning, while this place 
was really given to it because it was felt to be absolutely necessary 
not to separate the clause, ‘‘and to whomsoever the Son will reveal 
Him,” from the clause concerning ‘‘ the knowledge of the Father.” 
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in the Gospel of St. Matthew. Scarcely any variants 
are found in the versions and quotations: (1) In 
verse 28 ravres is wanting in Tatian; (2) in the 
same author, «et qui habetis graves afflictiones” (or 
‘‘onera gravia”) was probably interpolated before 
kal mepopricpuevor; (3) in verse 29 Ephraem quotes: 
ort Hovxos ett, Tpais Kal emvenys Kat TaTewos ™ 
capdia. The omission of zaytes is alone worthy of 
consideration ; this omission also occurs in Syr.*™ and 
Syr.™ ’A7’ éuod in verse 29 is, so far as I know, 
never wanting in the Versions and in quotations; it 
is not therefore permissible to delete it on the sole 
authority of (pr. man.). 

This saying—whose Aramaic origin is unmistak- 
able—is from the point of view of rhythm still better 
constructed than the former saying, and is dominated 
by the conceptions optiov and davaravars. It runs 
as follows :— 

Acire rpds ue (ravres) of Komiaytes Kal TePop- 

; 
TLTMEVOL, 

Kayo avaTavow Uuas* 

*Apare TOV Curyov hou eq’ Umas 

kat pabere ax’ éuov, dre pais ell Kal TameLvos 

oa] capola, 

Kat evpyjoere avaravowy Tais Vuyais vuadv: 

‘O yap Cuyds mov xpnards, 

Kal TO popTioy pov éXad pov (€orw). 

? The variants in Pistis Sophia and Agathangelus are of no 
account, seeing that they are mere paraphrases; In Pseudo- 
cyprian adv, Jud. 7, the saying reads: ‘‘ Venite ad me omnes qui 
sub onera laboratis, et ego vos reficiam . , . est enim iugum meum 


placidum et onus [the African version read ‘sarcina,’ vide Ter- 
tullian and Cyprian] levissimum.” 
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It is addressed, not to the circle of disciples, but to 
those standing outside; yet it has in view, not the 
vyrcot (still less sinners), but those who were suffering 
under the burden of the heavy yoke of ordinances.! 
It should therefore be compared with St. Matt. xxiii. 4. 
The form of this saying is similar to that of the pre- 
ceding saying. As there the first thought is for the 
revelation itself, and then this revelation is described 
as being brought about by the Son, so here there is 
first a general proclamation of the « rest,” and then it 
is said that this rest is attained through the accept- 
ance of His yoke. The conception dva7avois reminds 
us of the Beatitudes and of the conclusion of a saying 
which is handed down in the gospel of the Hebrews 
(Bacirtevoas) éravaraicerai,? the second half is 
founded upon Jer. vi. 16.3 The outward form re- 
minds us of the saying in St. Mark vi. 81: devre... 
avaravcecOe, and the situation brings to mind the 
passage which immediately follows in St. Mark (verse 
34): eidev roddy 6xXov, Kal éorAayxvicOn én’ adrous, 
ott joav ws mpoBara py éxovta roiéva. Also the 


1 Perhaps this interpretation is too definite: of xoriévres signifies 
in general “those who are wearied” ; but from the combination 
of medopriouévan and pddere dm’ éuod, it can with probability be 
deduced that our Lord had in His eye those who stood under the 
burden of Pharisaic teachers and of Pharisaic legal observance. 

2 Vide ‘“Sitzungsber. 1904,” s. 175 ff.; §nreiv dvdravow, St. 
Matt. xii. 43. 

3 The whole saying is full of reminiscences of the Old Testament, 
ef. above all Isa. lv, 1 (also xiv. 3, xxviii, 12); Jer. xxxi. 25; 
Isa, xlii. 2. Note that Jer. vi. 16 is given in an independent 
translation ; for dydravors is not found in the LXX version of the 
passage where éyvoybs is read, This is important in connection 
with the question of the origin of the saying. 

U 
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commandments of Jesus—for with these the saying is 
concerned—are a yoke,’ like all commandments that 
deal with doctrine and life, but compared with the 
burdens which were imposed by the scribes, they 
are a “gentle”? yoke and a light® burden. The 
“xai” before “« uabere” may be taken as consecutive, 
and the dr: should not be taken as casual; we trans- 
late therefore: «Thus will ye learn of Me,‘ that I am 
meek and lowly.”® In these words our Lord assigns 
to His personality a significance both in relation to 
the character of His commandments and also in- 
directly in relation to their appropriation; in this 
point, therefore, there exists a distinct connection in 
thought with the former saying. 

It was just this connection in thought and inward 
relationship that moved «St. Matthew” to place 
the one saying directly after the other; but this 
can scarcely have been their original relative posi- 
tions, for the situation presupposed in each of the 


1 In Didache 6, the doctrine (the Commandments) of Jesus - 


are called ‘4 {vyds rod xuplov.” Cf. also Acts xv. 10: vov ody rf 
meipdgere Tov Bedv, érBetvar fvydv ert roy Tpadxnrov Trav wabynradv, 
dv ovre of marépes tyudy otre tuets icxtocapey Baordoa. With 
the Rabbinic writers, “yoke” is a technical term for command- 
ments, 

* Xpyorés is found again in the gospels only in St. Luke v. 39, 
vi. 35; in the latter passage it is used of God, so also in Rom. ii. 4 
and 1 Pet. ii. 3 (from the Psalms). Xpyorérys is likewise often 
used of God. Both the Latin versions and Syr.s™. translate Xpnords 
in our passage by ‘“ suayis.” 

* °H\a¢pés is only found again in the New Testament in 2 Cor. 
Vedi 

“ Mavédvew dé twos also in St. Mark xiii, 28 (St. Matt. xxiv. 32); 
Gal, iii. 2; Col. i. 7; Heb. v. 8. 

® rawewés; only here in St. Matthew. 


———- re | 
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two sayings is different ;! the first saying is concerned 
with the knowledge of God and its revelation, the 
second with directions for the conduct of life; besides 
this, the first saying is a thanksgiving, the second 
is the cry of a missionary preacher.” Moreover, 
it is not certain that the second saying is derived 
from Q, seeing that it is wanting in St. Luke. If 
its inward relationship to the first saying be brought 
forward as an argument in favour of its belonging 
to Q, it must not be forgotten that the first saying 
is unique in Q and does not represent a type of 
sayings in that source. In favour of its belonging 
to Q one might appeal to the fact that while the 
beginning of the first saying seems to be fashioned 
after Sirach li. 1 (eEouoroyjoopat co, Kipie Bacred), 
so also the second saying has parallels in Sirach li. 
Ger 23: eyyicare pos je, verse 26: Tov TpAxnrov 
U@v vmobere vTro Curyor, verse Qi: Kal evpov emauT@ 
moAAny avaravolv). But these parallels are too 
general to be of much weight. Hence the question, 
from what source the first evangelist derived this 
saying, must remain open. 

Are we, however, compelled to assume that this 
saying was derived from secondary tradition? I see 
no convincing reasons for such a supposition; cer- 
tainly not in the form of the saying, for it is mere 
perversity to assert that the most ancient tradition 


1 It is much more probable that the continuation of the saying 
is more original in St. Luke (x. 23, 24)—St. Matthew has this 
continuation in xiii. 16, 17—but this also does not admit of 
proof, 

2 AeGre occurs often in St. Matthew ; it is not, however, peculiar 
to this gospel among the writings of the New Testament. 
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could not have represented Jesus as speaking in this 
way, or that Jesus could not have so spoken; nor 
in its general content, for it cannot be doubted 
that our Lord regarded those who were plagued 
with the Pharisaic ordinances as heavy laden, and 
that He promised rest to such persons (the word 
“souls” ought not to be pressed). Neither, finally, 
can such reasons be deduced from the specific con- 
tent of the saying—namely, that a man after accept- 
ing His yoke would learn of Him that He was 
meek and lowly; for though this peculiar form 
of self-assertion is unique there is no want of self- 
assertion elsewhere, even in tradition which is quite 
trustworthy. Here it is probably Messianic,? and 


1 There was no need to say wherein the rest consisted; and the 
question whether it belonged to this world or to the coming 
Kingdom is not to the point here.—If it is certain that our Lord 
devoted Himself to the relief of the sick and diseased, then these 
komi@vres are covered by the saying. 

3 Isa. xlii. 2 and allied passages probably stand in the back- 
ground. It is most noteworthy that there is here absolutely no 
reference to the cross and the death. This could scarcely have 
been wanting in a Christian hymn of later times. Jesus simply 
says that meekness and lowliness are to be learned from Him, and 
that the meek and lowly will find rest—nothing else. The saying 
that men must take up their cross and follow Him is at all events 
later than our saying. Moreover, the seeming discrepancy with 
those commandments in which great emphasis is laid upon keeping 
the Law, and with those sayings in which it is said that one must 
through much tribulation enter into the Kingdom of God, is rather 
a sign of genuineness than of the contrary. I know of no proof 
that the primitive community felt the yoke of Jesus to be easy 
and His burden to be light—with the exception of 1 John vy. 3 
(al évrohal atrod Bapetar odk eicly), a passage which perhaps looks 
backward to our saying. The solution of the discrepancy in the 
mind of our Lord lies in the thought that by His example, from 
which men are to learn, the commandments become light. 


wi 
—_ eos” 
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moreover finds noteworthy support in 2 Cor. x. 1. 
St. Paul writes there: Ilapaxad@ tmas dia Tijs 
TpavTnTOos Kat eémleiKelas TOU Xpicrod. Hence by 
means of the preaching of the Apostle the zpairns 
Kat emetkeca of Christ had become to the Corinthians 
something that was not only well known and con- 
stantly spoken about, but also something that partook 
even of the nature of a set formula. If then the 
mpaitys Kat émeikea Xpirtov had thus become 
quite a technical term, it is not too much to sup- 
pose that St. Paul was acquainted with our saying. 
The contrary hypothesis that 2 Cor. x. 1 was the 
source of the saying would be indeed adventurous. 
However, here also the evidence adduced is not 
sufficient for a proof of dependence. 

Of the two sayings the first, which is derived 
from Q, belongs to the best authority which we 
possess concerning our Lord, nor can any valid 
objections be alleged against its content when once 
it is restored to its original form. The second say- 
ing may come from Q, but it can also come from 
another source; it is also most probably not the 
continuation of the first saying. No proof can be 
given that it belongs to secondary tradition. 

In neither case is the verbal accuracy of the 
tradition of course guaranteed; but it is decisive 
for the recognition of the relative genuineness of the 
sayings that in the first saying the whole emphasis 
is laid upon the knowledge of God and its revela- 
tion, in the second upon the yoke of Jesus in the 
sense of commandments; that, further, in the first 
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saying the primary condition of the knowledge 
of God is simplicity, while in the second saying 
the primary condition of the «“ dvazravats” is meekness 
and lowliness; that, moreover, in both sayings the 
(Pharisaic) “perfect ones” form the contrast and 
everything is strictly confined within the Jewish 
horizon; and, finally, that in the first saying Jesus 
is represented as the revealer of the knowledge of 
God, while in the second He is represented as the 
instructor and pattern of the quietistic virtues 
without a single reference to the Cross and Passion 
If by the word « Gospel” one understands what 
St. Paul and St. Mark understood by this word, 
then these sayings are not « gospel sayings” and 
have nothing in common with the specific conceptions 
of Paulinism. We have only the choice between 
assigning them to the creation of a later prophet 
of the primitive Jewish-Christian community who— 
strangely enough—omits all reference to the Cruci- 
fixion, or assigning them to our Lord Himself. 
Given the two alternatives, there seems to me no 
doubt about which to choose. 


EXCURSUS II 


ConCERNING THE VoIcE FROM HEAVEN AT THE 
Bartism (St. Luxe iii. 22) 


Even in St. Matthew and St. Luke the Baptism 
of our Lord by St. John presented a certain difficulty 


} This negative element is in itself a proof that these sayings 
belong to Q, or at least are nearly allied to that source, for in Q 
also there is no reference to the Cross and Passion, 
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(vide J. Bornemann, «Die Taufe Christi durch 
Johannes,” Leipzig, 1896), and the fourth evangelist 
by the method of his description of the event has 
almost got rid of the Baptism itself. Also from the 
fact that (1) the Baptism was not included among 
the articles of the ancient Roman Symbol, and that 
- (2) reference was made to the event much more 
rarely than from its importance we should have 
expected—we see that in later times the inconvenience 
of the tradition was still felt. In this connection the 
behaviour, for example, of the African writers is 
instructive: in spite of the multitude of quotations 
from the New Testament found in Tertullian, Cyprian, 
and the more ancient African writers, it is impossible 
to ascertain the words of the voice from heaven as 
read by either of these writers, because it is never 
quoted by any of them (nor by Novatian)." 

But by far the most inconvenient version of the 
tradition must have been that which gave the voice 
from heaven (after Ps. ii.) in the form: uéos jou 
ef ov: aiuepov yeyévynxa oe—for, unless sophis- 
tical reasonings were called to aid, it excluded the 
miraculous Conception. 

This version of the voice from heaven is nowhere 
found in the MSS. of St. Matthew; but in St. Luke 
it is attested by D and the Old Latin codices Vercell., 
Veron., Colbert. Paris., Corbei. (ff.”), Rhedig. Vratisl.? 
In agreement with these authorities we find, in the 
West, Justin (twice), «Acta Petri et Pauli,” 29; 

1 Neither is it quoted by the Apostolic Fathers and the Clementine 


Homilies. 
2 According to Epiphanius both versions stood in the Gospel 
of the Ebionites. 
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Lactant., Juvenc., Hilary (five times), the translator 
_of Origen (“ Hom. in Ezech.” 17, 3),! the author of 
the pseudo-Augustinian “ Quest. Vet. et Noy. Test.,” 
Tychon., Faustus in Augustine, and Augustine? After 
the beginning of the fifth century the reading vanishes 
completely ; the Vulgate gave it its death-blow. 

In the East, omitting Justin, who ought also to 
be reckoned among Eastern authorities, it is not 
attested by Tatian® and Irenzus, but is given by 
Clem. Alex.,4 the «Didascalia Apost.” (therefore 
also by the « Apost. Constit.”), and by Methodius. 

With our present knowledge of textual criticism 
we are accordingly safe in deciding that the most 
ancient exemplars of St. Luke’s gospel, which were 
current in the West, agreed in reading the version of 
Psalm ii., while in the East this reading was found 
only in a few exemplars. 


* Was this also the reading of Origen himself? We may not 
appeal with certainty to ‘Comm. in Joh.” p. 37 (ed. Preuschen), 
Also Hom. 27 in ‘ Luc.” speaks to the contrary. 

® Augustine writes (‘‘ De Consensu Evv.,” ii. 14, 31): ‘* Illud vero 
quod nonnulli codices habent secundum Lucam, hoc illa voce 
sonuisse, quod in psalmo scriptum est: ‘Filius meus es tu; ego 
hodie genui te,’ quanquam in antiquioribus codicibus Grecis non 
invenirt perhibeatur [the Greek codices are ipso facto the more 
ancient for Augustine], tamen si aliquibus fide dignis exemplaribus 
confirmari possit, quid aliud quam utrumque intellegendum est 
quolibet verborum ordine de ccelo sonuisse ?” 

* This of course proves nothing, as Tatian’s Diatessaron is a 
gospel harmony ; but Syr.sin. of St. Luke does not give the version 
according to Psalm ii., nor does the Peshitto. 

‘It is remarkable that in “Pad.” i. 6, 25, he gives the twe 
versions one after another, just as in the Gospel of the Ebionites 
according to Epiphanius.—It is uncertain whether the reading 
is attested in the Epistle to Diognetus, chap. xi.; the version of 
Celsus in Origen, ‘‘ Contra Celsum,” i, 41, is also uncertain, 
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If we now ask what St. Luke wrote himself; here 
also, after what we have now learned, there can be 
no doubt about our decision. We know that con- 
formation of the texts of (St. Mark and) St. Luke 
to the text of St. Matthew not only began very early 
but that it was most actively carried on at the time which 
hes before our manuscripts, indeed before the time of the 
quotations made by the Fathers; and that the pre- 
decessors of the most ancient Western manuscripts did 
not suffer therefrom so much as those of the East. 
It therefore follows that we must insert the voice 
from heaven, according to the version of Psalm ii. 
into the text of St. Luke. 

If, however, St. Luke wrote thus, we cannot 
possibly suppose that he intentionally, and upon his 
own authority, altered the tradition which lay before 
him in St. Mark (ov ef 6 vids mou 6 ayarnTds, ev col 
evdoxyca); for he could not but have found the 
version according to Psalm ii. inconvenient, after 
what he had narrated in chapters i. and ii. He 
thus accepted this reading and substituted it for the 
reading of the Markan account, because it was 
presented by a tradition which he regarded as more 
credible than, or at least as credible as the tradition 
contained in St. Mark. 

1 Recourse to an apocryphal gospel or to the hypothesis of a 
variant translation in oral tradition is not to be commended here, 
seeing that in critical problems of this kind one must try to 
confine oneself to known quantities, so far as these exist, and to 
make the best of them. Here, asa matter of fact, they are quite 
sufficient for the solution of the problem. The hypothesis of a 
later intrusion of the reading into the Lukan text is improbable, 


because of its content, and has no analogy in its favour after the 
Canon of Four Gospels had once been formed. 


x 


314 THE SAYINGS OF JESUS 


Seeing, however, that St. Luke directly before 
and directly afterwards follows the source Q, and 
that it therefore is a priori very probable that an 
account of the Baptism of our Lord stood in Q, 
it is also not less probable that the version of the 
voice from heaven in St. Luke (according to 
Psalm ii.) is derived from Q, and that St. Luke 
substituted this version for that of St. Mark because 
he regarded it as more trustworthy." 

From this it follows (1) that St. Luke valued the 
source Q at a higher rate than, or at least at as high 
a rate as he valued St. Mark; (2) that the story of 
the Baptism together with the voice from heaven 
is not an invention of St. Mark, but goes back to 
a legend which lies behind St. Mark and Q; (8) that 
this legend had its more original form in Q, for the 
voice from heaven in the version of St. Mark 
(which is followed by St. Matthew) is clearly seen 
to be an attenuated form when compared with the 
version of Q (St. Luke).? 


1 It is possible that the narrative of the appearance of a light at 
the Baptism, of which the earliest witness is given in Tatian, also 
originally stood in St. Luke, and thus also in Q; but the evidence 
is not so strong as in the case of the voice from heaven, seeing 
that St. Mark and St. Matthew give nothing which corresponds 
and that the narrative is wanting in D. 

2 The ojuepoy is decisive even though the Markan account may 
contain it implicitly, On the other hand, it seems to me scarcely 
worthy of attention that in Q the Son is spoken of as being 
‘““begotten” (as in the first chapters of St. Matthew and St. Luke, 
there in realistic fashion, but in Q metaphorically), while St. Mark 
does not give this conception at all. Perhaps the version of the 
voice from heaven, according to Psalm ii., has an ancient witness 
in Heb, i. 5 f.; for this passage perhaps refers to what occurred 
at the Baptism—yet this is not certain, 
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Vol. II. Sources of Information and History of the 
Period down to the Babylonian Exile. Translated by Hope 
W. Hogg, B.D., and E, B. Speirs, D.D, 


‘Tt is a sober and earnest reconstruction, for which every earnest student of 
the Old Testament should be grateful.”—Chvistian World. 


“It will be a happy day for pulpit and pew when a well-thumbed copy of 
the History of the Hebrews is to be found in every manse and parsonage.”— 
Literary World. 


_ ‘It isa work which cannot fail to attract the attention ot thoughtful people 
in this country.”—Padll Mall Gazette. 


AN INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTUAL CRITICISM 
OF THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT. By Professor 
Eberhard Nestle, of Maulbronn. Translated from the Second 
Edition, with Corrections and Additions by the Author, by William 
Edie, B.D., and edited, with a Preface, by Allan Menzies, D.D., 
Professor of Divinity and Biblical Criticism in the University of St. 
Andrews. (New Series, Vol. XIII.) With eleven reproductions 
of Texts. Demy 8vo, tos. 6d. ; half-leather, 125. 6d. 


‘We have no living scholar more capable of accomplishing the fascinating 
task of preparing a complete introduction on the new and acknowledged prin- 
ciples than Prof. Nestle. This book will stand the most rigorous scrutiny ; it 
will surpass the highest expectation.”—Lapository Tinies. 


‘Nothing could be better than Dr. Nestle’s account of the materials which 
New Testament textual criticism has to deal with.” —Sfectator. 


‘We know of no book of its size which can be recommended more cordially 
to the student, alike for general interest and for the clearness of its arrangement. 
° In smoothness of rendering, the translation is one of the best we have 
come across for a considerable time,’—Manchester Guardian. 


THE APOSTOLIC AGE, By Prof. Carl von Weizsacker. Trans- 
lated by James Millar, B.D. 2 vols. (New Series, Vols, I. and 
V.) Demy 8vo, cloth. Each Ios, 6d. 


“‘Weizsacker is an authority of the very first rank. The present work marks 
an epoch in New Testament criticism. The English reader is fortunate in 
having a masterpiece of this kind rendered accessible to him.’—Zzfository 
Times. 

«©. . No student of theology or of the early history of Christianity can 
afford to leave Weizsacker’s great book unread.” —/Manchester Guardian. 


“Tn every direction in this work we find the mark of the independent 
thinker and investigator . . . thisremarkable volume .. . this able and 
learned work. . . .”—Christian World. 


‘‘The book itself . . . is of great interest, and the work of the translation 
has been done in a most satisfactory way.”—Crztical Review. 
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BAUR (F. C.). CHURCH HISTORY OF THE FIRST 
THREE CENTURIES, Translated from the Third German 
Edition, Edited by Rev. Allan Menzies, 2 vols. 8vo, cloth. tas, 


— PAUL, THE APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST, HIS 
LIFE AND WORK, HIS EPISTLES AND DOC. 
TRINE. A Contribution to a Critical History of Primitive 
Christianity. Edited by Rev. Allan Menzies. ‘2nd Edition. 
2 vols. 8vo, cloth. 12s, 


BLEEK (F.). LECTURES ON THE APOCALYPSE. 
Translated. Edited by the Rev. Dr. S. Davidson. 8vo, cloth, 
6s. 


EWALD’S (Dr. H.) COMMENTARY ON THE PRO- 
PHETS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. Translated by 
the Rev. J. F. Smith. [Vol. I, General Introduction, Yoel, Amos, 
Hosea, and Zakharya 9-11. Vol. II. Yesaya, Obadya, and Mikah. 
Vol. III. Nah&m, Ssephanya, Habaqqtiq, Zakharya, Yéremya. 
Vol. IV. Hezekiel, Yesaya xl.-Ixvi. Vol. V. Haggai, Zakharya, 


Malaki, Jona, Baruc, Daniel, Appendix and Index.] 5 vols. 8vo, 
cloth, 30s. 


— COMMENTARY ON THE PSALMS. Translated by 
the Rev. E. Johnson, M.A. 2 vols. 8vo, cloth, 12s. 


— _COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF JOB, with 
Translation. Translated from the German by the Rev. J. 
Frederick Smith. 8vo, cloth. 6s, 


HAUSRATH (Prof. A.). HISTORY OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT TIMES. The Time of Jesus. Translated 


by the Revs. C. T. Poynting and P, Quenzer, 2 vols, 8vo, cloth. 
I2s, 


The second portion of this work, ‘‘The Times of the Apostles,” 
was issued apart from the Library, but in uniform volumes ; see 

p. 19. 
KEIM’S HISTORY OF JESUS OF NAZARA: Considered 
in its connection with the National Life of Israel, and 
related in detail. Translated from the German by Arthur Ransom 
and the Rev, E. M. Geldart, (Vol. I. Second Edition. Intro- 
duction, Survey of Sources, Sacred and Political Groundwork, 
Religious Groundwork. Vol. II. The Sacred Youth, Self-recog- 
nition, Decision, Vol. III. The First Preaching, the Works of 
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Jesus, the Disciples, and Apostolic Mission. Vol. IV. Conflicts 
and Disillusions, Strengthened Self-confidence, Last Efforts in 
Galilee, Signs of the Approaching Fall, Recognition of the Messiah. 
Vol. V. The Messianic Progress to Jerusalem, the Entry into 
Jerusalem, the Decisive Struggle, the Farewell, the Last Supper. 
Vol. VI. The Messianic Death at Jerusalem. Arrest and Pseudo- 
Trial, the Death on the Cross, Burial and Resurrection, the 
Messiah’s Place in History, Indices.] Complete in 6 vols. 
8vo. 36s. 


(Vol. I. only to be had when a complete set of the work 1s 
ordered.) 


KUENEN (Dr. A.) THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL TO 
THE FALL OF THE JEWISH STATE. By Dr. A. 
Kuenen, Professor of Theology at the University, Leiden, Trans- 
lated from the Dutch by A. H, May. 3 vols. 8vo, cloth. 18s. 


PFLEIDERER (0.). PAULINISM: A Contribution to the 
History of Primitive Christian Theology. Translated by E. 
Peters, 2nd Edition. 2 vols. 8vo, cloth. 12s. 


— PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION ON THE BASIS OF 
ITS HISTORY. (Vols. I. II. History of the Philosophy of 
Religion from Spinoza to the Present Day; Vols. III. IV. Genetic- 
Speculative Philosophy of Religion.) Translated by Prof. Allan 
Menzies and the Rev. Alex. Stewart. 4 vols. 8vo, cloth. 245. 


REVILLE (Dr. A). PROLEGOMENA OF THE HIS- 
TORY OF RELIGIONS. With an Introduction by Prof. 
F, Max Miiller. 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


PROTESTANT COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TES- 
TAMENT. With General and Special Introductions. Edited 
by Profs, P, W. Schmidt and F. von Holzendorff. Translated 
from the Third German Edition by the Rev. F. H, Jones, B.A. 
3 vols. 8vo, cloth. 18s. 


SCHRADER (Prof. E.). THE CUNEIFORM INSCRIP- 
TIONS AND THE OLD TESTAMENT. Translated 
from the Second Enlarged Edition, with Additions by the Author, 
and an Introduction by the Rev. Owen C, Whitehouse, M.A, 
2vols, (Vol. I. not sold separately.) With a Map, 8vo, cloth, 
125, 


ZELLER (Dr. E.). THE CONTENTS AND ORIGIN OF 
THE ACTS (OP THE APOSTLES ‘CRITICALLY 
INVESTIGATED. Preceded by Dr. Fr. Overbeck’s Intro- 
duction to the Acts of the Apostles from De Wette’s Handbook. 
Translated by Joseph Dare. 2 vols, 8vo, cloth. 12s, 
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The volumes are uniform in size (crown octavo) and binding, but the 
price varies according to the size and importance of the work. 


A Few Opinions of the Series. 


Professor Marcus Dods: ‘By introducing to the English-speaking public 
specimens of the work of such outstanding critics and theologians, your 
‘Crown Theological Library’ has done a valuable service to theological 
learning in this country ” 


Dr. John Watson: ‘‘ The Library is rendering valuable service to lay theologians 
in this country, as well as to ministers.” 


Rev. Principal P. T. Forsyth: ‘As a whole it is an admirable series, and 
opens to the English reader at a low price some books which are of prime 
importance for religious thought.” 


Sir Edward Russell: ‘‘I have formed the highest opinion of this series. Each 
of the books is animated by a fine intelligent and at the same time devout 
spirit.” 


Rey. Principal D. L. Ritchie: ‘I have read many of the volumes in the 
‘Crown Library,’ and I think it an admirable and useful series.” 


Rev. Professor A. E. Garvie: ‘I am very grateful for the publication of these 
volumes, as they bring within the reach of the English student, in a correct 
translation and at cheap price, important theological works, which other- 
wise would be accessible only to those familiar with French or German.” 


Rev. R. J. Campbell : ‘‘ Your ‘ Crown Theological Library’ is invaluable, and 
is doing excellent service for liberal Christianity.” 


Professor G. Currie Martin : “I think you are rendering a most valuable service 


to all serious students of theology by your publication of the ‘Crown 
Theological Library,’ ” 


Vol. I. BABEL AND BIBLE. By Dr. Friedrich Delitzsch, Pro- 
fessor of Assyriology in the University of Berlin. Authorised 
Translation, Edited, with an Introduction, by Rev. C. H. W. 
Johns, Crown 8vo, with 77 illustrations, cloth. 55. 


Vol. Il. THE VIRGIN BIRTH OF CHRIST: An Historical 
and Critical Essay. By Paul Lobstein, Professor of Dogmatics 
in the University of Strassburg. Translated by Victor Leuliette, 
A.K.C., B.-és-L., Paris. Edited, with an Introduction, by Rev, 
W. D. Morrison, LL.D, Crown 8vo. BS; 


Vol. III. MY STRUGGLE FOR LIGHT: Confessions of a 
Preacher. By R. Wimmer, Pastor of Weisweil-am-Rhein in 
Baden. Crown 8vo, cloth. 35. 6d. 
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Vol. IV. LIBERAL CHRISTIANITY: Its Origin, Nature, and 
Mission. By Jean Réville, Professeur adjoint a la Faculté de 
Théologie Protestante de Université de Paris. Translated and 
edited by Victor Leuliette, A.K.C,, B.-és-L. Crown 8vo, 
cloth. 4s. 


Vol. V. WHAT IS CHRISTIANITY? By Adolf Harnack, 
Professor of Church History in the University, Berlin. Translated 
by Thomas Bailey Saunders. Crown 8vo, 55. 


Vol. VI. FAITH AND MORALS. By W. Herrmann, Professor of 
Systematic Theology at the University of Marburg; Author of ‘‘The 
Communion of the Christian with God.” Crown 8vo, cloth. 55, 


Vol. VII. EARLY HEBREW STORY. A Study of the Origin, 
the Value, and the Historical Background of the Legends of Israel. 
By John P. Peters, D.D., Rector of St. Michael’s Church, New 
York ; author of ‘*‘ Nippur, or Explorations and Adventures on the 
Euphrates.” Crown 8vo, cloth. 5s. 


Vol. VIII. BIBLE PROBLEMS AND THE NEW 
MATERIAL FOR THEIR SOLUTION. A Plea for 
Thoroughness of Investigation, addressed to Churchmen 
and Scholars. By the kev. T. K. Cheyne, D.Litt., D.D., 
Fellow of the British Academy ; Oriel Professor of Interpretation 
in the University of Oxford, and Canon of Rochester. Crown 
8vo. 55. 


“The work is remarkably interesting and learned . . . . those who wish to 
understand what problems are likely to engage attention in the near future 
ought not to neglect the book.” —British Friend. 


IX. THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT AND 
ITS HISTORICAL EVOLUTION; and RELIGION 
AND MODERN CULTURE. By the late Auguste Sabatier, 
Professor in the University of Paris. Translated by Victor Leuliette, 
A.K.C., B.-és-L. Crown 8vo. 45. 6d. 


ef Both the studies in the volume are profoundly interesting ; marked 
everywhere by the piercing insight, philosophic grasp, and deep spirituality 
which are characteristic of this great and lamented Christian thinker.”—7he 
Christian World. 


Vol. X. THE EARLY CHRISTIAN CONCEPTION OF 
CHRIST: Its Value and Significance in the History of 
Religion. By Otto Pfleiderer, D.D., Professor of Practical 
Theology in the University, Berlin, Crown 8vo. 35. 62, 


“It would be difficult to name any recent English work which could compare 
with this brilliant essay, as a concise but lucid presentation of the attitude of 
the more advanced school of German theologians to the Founder of the Chris- 
tian religion.” —Scotsman. 


Vol. 


fay 
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Vol. XI. THE CHILD AND RELIGION. Eleven Essays. By 
Prof. Henry Jones, M.A., LL.D., University of Glasgow ; C. F. G, 
Masterman, M.A.; Prof. George T. Ladd, D.D., LL.D., Uni- 
versity of Yale; Rev. F. R. Tennant, M.A., B.Sc., Hulsean 
Lecturer ; Rev. J. Cynddylan Jones, D.D.; Rev. Canon Hensley 
Henson, M.A. ; Rev. Robert F. Horton, M.A., D.D.; Rev. G. 
Hill, M.A., D.D.; Rev. J. J. Thornton; Rev. Rabbi A. A. 
Green; Prof. Joseph Agar Beet, D.D. Edited by Thomas 
Stephens, B.A. Crown 8vo. 6s. 


‘*No fresher and more instructive book on this question has been issued for 
years, and the study of its pages will often prove a godsend to many perplexed 


x. 


minds in the church and in the Christian home.” —British Weekly. 


Vol. XII. THE EVOLUTION OF RELIGION: An Anthro- 
pological Study. By L. R. Farnell, D.Litt., Fellow and Tutor 
of Exeter College, Oxford ; University Lecturer in Classical 
Archeolegy, etc., etc. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 

“Tt is one of the most valuable volumes that have appeared in this excellent 
series. He gives so clear and lucid a picture of the actual results of anthro- 


pology that his book is certainly the one we should put in the hands of 
students.” —Pall Mall Gazette. 


Vol, XIII. THE BOOKS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 
By H. von Soden, D.D., Professor of Theology in the University 
of Berlin. Translated by the Rev. J. R. Wilkinson, and edited by 
Rev. W. D. Morrison, LL.D. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 


Vol. XIV. JESUS. By Wilhelm Bousset, Professor of Theology in 
Gottingen. Translated by Janet Penrose Trevelyan, and edited by 
Rev. W. D. Morrison, LL.D. Crown 8vo, 45. 


“Tt is true the writers, von Soden and Bousset, have in the course of their 
papers said things that I regard as as nothing less than admirable. I very 
much doubt whether we have anything so admirable in English.”—Rey. Dr. 
Sanday in the Guardian. 


Vol. XV. THE COMMUNION OF THE CHRISTIAN 
WITH GOD. By Prof Wilhelm Herrmann. Translated from 
the new German Edition by Rev. J. S. Stanyon, M.A., and Rey, 
R. W. Stewart, B.D., B.Sc, Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 


Vol. XVI. HEBREW RELIGION TO THE ESTABLISH- 
MENT OF JUDAISM UNDER EZRA. By W. E. Addis, 
M.A. Crown 8vo, cloth, 55, 

“Tt would be difficult to name a book better adapted to give the student 


a clear and reliable impression of the results of recent research into the origin 
and historical development of Hebrew religion.”—Scotsman. 
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Vol. XVII. NATURALISM AND RELIGION. By Rudolf 
Otto, Professor of Theology in the University of Gottingen. Trans- 
lated by J. Arthur Thomson, Professor of Natural History in the 
University of Aberdeen, and Margaret R. Thomson. Edited with 
an Introduction by Rev. W. D. Morrison, LL.D. Crown 8vo. 6s. 


A valuable survey, and a critical estimate of scien bile: theory and 
kindred ideas as they concern the religious view of the world. - It is well 
written, clear, and even eloquent.” —EZposztory Times. 


Vol. XVIII. ESSAYS ON THE SOCIAL GOSPEL. By Pro- 
fessor Adolf Harnack, of Berlin, and Professor W. Herrmann, of 
Marburg. Crown 8vo, cloth. 45. 6d. 


‘‘Hermann’s essay on ‘The Moral Teaching of Jesus’ is profoundly in- 
teresting and suggestive. He agrees with Harnack that the conception which 
rules in the Gospel precepts on social questions of an approaching end of the 
world, must modify in an important degree the meaning we read into them, and 
the lessons we derive from them. Altogether the volume, which has been 
excellently translated, is well deserving the attention of English students of 
social and religious questions.” —Te Christian World. 


Vol. XIX. THE RELIGION OF THE OLD TESTAMENT: 
Its Place among the Religions of the Nearer East. By 
Karl Marti, Professor of Old Testament Exegesis, Bern. Crown 
8vo, cloth. 45. 6d. 


In a leading review The Spectator says :—‘‘It is a valuable contribution 
to a great theme by one who has devoted his life to its study. Not only the 
general reader, for whom it is specially intended, but the theologian will learn 
not a little from its pages.’ 


Vol. XX. LUKE, THE PHYSICIAN. By Adolf Harnack, D.D. 
Translated by the Rev. J. R, Wilkinson, M.A. Crown 8vo, 
cloth. 6s, 

‘* What is new and interesting and valuable is the ratiocination, the theorising, 
and the personal point of view in the book under review. Westudy it to under- 
stand Professor Harnack, not to understand Luke; and the study is well worth 
the time and work. Personally, I feel specially interested in the question of 
Luke’s nationality. On this the author has some admirable and suggestive 
pages.”—Prof. Sir W. M. Ramsay in The Exfositor. 

Vol, XXI. THE HISTORICAL EVIDENCE FOR THE 
RESURRECTION OF JESUS CHRIST. By Kirsopp 
Lake, Professor of New Testament Exegesis in the University ot 
Leiden, Holland. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55, 


In Active Preparation, 
Vol. XXII. THE APOLOGETIC OF THE NEW TESTA- 
MENT. By E. F. Scott, M.A., author of ‘‘ The Fourth Gospel: 
Its Purpose and Theology.” Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 


Vol. XXIII. THE SAYINGS OF JESUS. By Adolf Harnack, 
D.D, Being Vol. II. of Dr Harnack’s New Testament Studies, 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s. 

(Vol. III. of these Studies will be added to the Library, but the 
title has not yet been decided upon. ) 
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Library Edition, demy 8vo, tos. 6d. per volume. Cheap Popular 
Edition, 3s. 6d. per volume. 


ALVIELLA (Count GOBLET D’). EVOLUTION OF THE 
IDEA OF GOD, ACCORDING TO ANTHROPOLOGY 
AND HISTORY. Translated by the Rev. P. H. Wicksteed. 
(Hibbert Lectures, 1891.) Cloth. 10s. 6d. Cheap Edition, 35. 6d. 


BEARD (Rev. Dr. C.), LECTURES ON THE REFORMA- 
TION OF THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY IN ITS 
RELATION TO MODERN THOUGHT AND KNOW- 
LEDGE. (Hibbert Lectures, 1883.) 8vo, cloth. os. 6d. 
Cheap Edition, 3rd Edition, 35. 6d. 


DAVIDS (T. W. RHYS). LECTURES ON SOME POINTS 
IN THE HISTORY OF INDIAN BUDDHISM. (Hib. 
Lec,, 1881.) 2nd Ed. 8vo, cloth. os, 6d, Cheap Ed., 35. 6d. 


DRUMMOND (Dr.) VIA, VERITAS, VITA. Lectures on 
Christianity in its most Simple and Intelligible Form. (The 
Hibbert Lectures, 1894.) 10s. 6d. Cheap Edition, 35. 6d. 


HATCH (Rev. Dr.) LECTURES ON THE INFLUENCE 
OF GREEK IDEAS AND USAGES UPON THE 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH. Edited by Dr. Fairbairn, (Hibbert 
Lectures, 1888.) 3rd Edition. 8vo, cloth. tos. 6d, Cheap 
Edition, 35. 6d, 


KUENEN (Dr. A). LECTURES ON NATIONAL 
RELIGIONS AND UNIVERSAL RELIGION. (The 
Hibbert Lectures, 1882.) 8vo, cloth. tos, 6d, Cheap Edition, 
35. 6d. 


MONTEFIORE (C. G.). ORIGIN AND GROWTH OF 
RELIGION AS ILLUSTRATED BY THE RELIGION 
OF THE ANCIENT HEBREWS. (The Hibbert Lectures, 
1892.) 2nd Edition. 8vo, cloth. tos. 6d. Cheap Edition, 3s. 6a. 


PFLEIDERER (Dr. 0... LECTURES ON THE IN- 
FLUENCE OF THE APOSTLE PAUL ON THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF CHRISTIANITY. Translated by 
the Rev. J. Frederick Smith. (Hibbert Lectures, T885.) 2nd 
Edition. 8vo, cloth. ros. 6d, Cheap Edition, 3s. 6d. 


RENAN (E.). ON THE INFLUENCE OF THE INSTITU- 
TIONS, THOUGHT, AND CULTURE OF ROME 
ON CHRISTIANITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. Translated by the Rev. 
Charles Beard. (Hibbert Lectures, 1880.) S8vo, cloth. tos, 6d, 
Cheap Edition, 3rd Edition, 3s, 67. 
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RENOUF (P. LE PAGE). ON THE RELIGION OF 
ANCIENT EGYPT, (Hibbert Lectures, 1879.) 3rd Edition. 
8vo, cloth. 10s. 6d, Cheap Edition, 3s. 6d. 


RHYS (Prof. J.) ON THE ORIGIN AND GROWTH 
OF RELIGION AS ILLUSTRATED BY CELTIC 
HEATHENDOM. (Hibbert Lectures, 1886.) 8vo, cloth. 
Ios. 6d@. Cheap Edition, 3s. 6d, 


REVILLE (Dr. A.). ON THE NATIVE RELIGIONS OF 
MEXICO AND PERU. Translated by the Rev. P. H. 
Wicksteed. (Hibbert Lectures, 1884.) 8vo, cloth. tos. 6d. 
Cheap Edition, 35. 6d. 

SAYCE | (Profs A. H.). ON THE RELIGION._OF 


ANCIENT ASSYRIA AND BABYLONIA. 4th Edition. 
(Hibbert Lectures, 1887.) 8vo, cloth. 10s.6¢, Cheap Ed., 35. 6d. 


UPTON (Rev. C. B.). ON THE BASES OF RE- 
LIGIOUS BELIEF. (Hibbert Lectures, 1893.) Demy 8vo, 
cloth. tos, 6d. Cheap Edition, 3s. 6a. 


ALPHABETICAL LIST. 


ADDIS (W. E.) HEBREW RELIGION. See Crown 
Theological Library, p. 12. 


ALLIN (Rev. THOS.) UNIVERSALISM ASSERTED 
AS THE HOPE OF THE GOSPEL ON THE 
AUTHORITY OF REASON, THE FATHERS, AND 
HOLY SCRIPTURE. With a Preface by Edna Lyall, anda 
Letter from Canon Wilberforce. Crown 8vo. Sewed, Is. 6d. net; 
cloth, 25, 6d. net. 


ALVIELLA (Count GOBLET D’).. THE CONTEMPOR- 
ARY EVOLUTION OF RELIGIOUS THOUGHT IN 
ENGLAND, AMERICA, AND INDIA. Translated from 
the French by the Rev. J. Moden. 8vo, cloth. Ios. 6d. 


— EVOLUTION OF THE IDEA OF GOD. See The 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. 


ANNOTATED CATECHISM. A Manual of Natural Religion 
and Morality, with many practical details. 2nd Edition, Crown 
8vo, cloth. Is. 


BAUR (F. C.). CHURCH HISTORY OF THE FIRST 
THREE CENTURIES. See Theological Translation Library, 
Old Series, p. 8. 


— PAUL, THE APOSTLE OF JESUS CHRIST. 
See Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8. 
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BEARD (Rev. Dr. C.). THE UNIVERSAL CHRIST, 
AND OTHER SERMONS. Crown 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. 


— LECTURES ON THE REFORMATION OF THE 
SIXTEENTH CENTURY IN ITS RELATION TO 
MODERN THOUGHT AND KNOWLEDGE. See The 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. 


BEEBY (Rev. C. E., B.D., Author ot ‘Creed and Life”). 
DOCTRINE AND PRINCIPLES. Popular Lectures on 
Primary Questions, Demy 8vo, cloth. 45. 6d. 


BIBLE. Translated by Samuel Sharpe, being a Revision of the 
Authorised English Version, 6th Edition of the Old, roth Edition 
of the New Testament. 8vo, roan. 55. See also Testament. 


BLEEK (F.). LECTURES ON THE APOCALYPSE. See 
Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8. 


BREMOND (HENRI). THE MYSTERY OF NEWMAN. 
With an Introduction by Rev. George Tyrrell, M.A. Medium 8vo, 
cloth. 105. 6a. met. 

‘From France comes a remarkable volume, excellently translated, which 
endeavours to probe the mystery ; to realise, as it were, the soul of Newman, 


to describe to us justly and truthfully the personality of the man.”—Dazly 
Chronicle. 


‘*No subsequent work can deprive M. Bremond’s book of its great psycho- 
logical interest ; it is a work that, unlike many books on Newman and the 
Tractarians, no student of modern Christianity can afford to miss.”"—Pali Mall 
Gazette. 


BROADBENT (The late Rev. T. P., B.A.) THIRTEEN 
SERMONS, AN ESSAY, AND A FRAGMENT. With 


a Prefatory Note by Rev. Prof. J. Estlin Carpenter, M.A. Crown 
8vo, cloth. 4s. net. 


CAMPBELL (Rev. Canon COLIN) FIRST THREE 
GOSPELS IN GREEK. See Testament, New, p. 26. 


CHANNING’S COMPLETE WORKS. Including ‘The 
Perfect Life,” with a Memoir. Centennial Edition, 4to Edition, 
Cloth. 7s, 6d. 


CHEYNE (Prof. T. K..) BIBLE PROBLEMS AND THE 
NEW MATERIAL FOR THEIR SOLUTION. See 
Crown Theological Library, p. 11. 


CHILD AND RELIGION. Edited by Thomas Stephens, B.A. 
See Crown Theological Library, p. 12. 


CHRISTIAN CREED (OUR). and and greatly Revised Edition. 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 35. 6d, 
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CLARK (ARCHD. JAS.). DE SUCCESSIONE APOS- 
TOLICA NEC NON MISSIONE ET  JURIS- 
DICTIONE HIERARCHIZZ ANGLICANZ ET 
CATHOLIC, 8vo. (Georgetown, Guiana.) Cloth, 21s. 


— SEVEN AGES OF THE CHURCH; or, Exposition of 
the Apocalypse. Sewed. Is. 


COMMON PRAYER FOR CHRISTIAN WORSHIP: in 
Ten Services for Morning and Evening. 32mo, cloth, 1s. 6d. 
Also in 8vo, cloth. 35. 


CONWAY (MONCURE D.). CENTENARY HISTORY 
OFS THe sOU Lo PLACE ETHICAL “SOCIETY. 
With numerous Portraits, a facsimile of the original MS. of the 
hymn, ‘‘ Nearer, my God, to Thee,” and Appendices. Crown 
8vo, half vellum, paper sides. 55. 


CORNILL (Prof. CARL). INTRODUCTION TO THE 
CANONICAL BOOKS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. 
Demy 8vo, cloth. 10s. 6a. net. See Theological Translation 
Library, New Series, p. 3. 


DAVIDS (T. W. RHYS). LECTURES ON SOME 
POINTS IN THE HISTORY OF INDIAN BUDDH- 
ISM. See The Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. 


DELITZSCH (F.). BABEL AND BIBLE. Two Lectures 
delivered before the Deutsche Orient-Gesellschaft in the presence 
of the German Emperor. See Crown Theological Library, p. 10, 
See also Uarnack, A., ‘‘ Letter to Preuss. Jahrbicher,” p. 18. 


DOBSCHUTZ (E. VON). CHRISTIAN LIFE IN THE 
PRIMITIVE CHURCH. See Theological Translation Library, 
New Series, p. 4. 


DRIVER (S. R.). See Mosheh ben Shesheth, p. 22. 


DRUMMOND (JAMES, M.A., LL.D., Hon. Litt.D., late 
Principal of Manchester College, Oxford). AN INQUIRY 
INTO THE CHARACTER AND AUTHORSHIP OF 
THE FOURTH GOSPEL. Demy 8vo, cloth. tos, 6d. 

‘ The book is not only learned, but also reverent and spiritual in tone, and 
ought to find its way into the libraries of students of all shades of belief, as a 
very notable attempt to solve one of the most important of New Testament 
problems.” —Chrvistzan World. 


— VIA, VERITAS, VITA. See The Hibbert Lectures, p, 14. 
—— PHILO JUDAZUS. Seep. 29. 
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ECHOES OF HOLY THOUGHTS: Arranged as Private 
Meditations before a First Communion. 2nd Edition, with a 
Preface by Rev. J. Hamilton Thom, Printed with red lines, 
Feap. 8vo, cloth. Is. 


EWALD (H.). COMMENTARY ON THE PROPHETS 
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. See Theological Transla- 
tion Library, Old Series, p. 8. 


— COMMENTARY ON THE PSALMS. See Theological 
Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8. 


EWALD (H.). COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF 
JOB. See Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8. 


FIGG (E. G.). ANALYSIS OF THEOLOGY, NATURAL 
AND REVEALED. Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


FOUR GOSPELS (THE) AS HISTORICAL RECORDS. 
8vo, cloth. 15s. 


GILL (C..) THE EVOLUTION OF CHRISTIANITY. 
By Charles Gill. 2nd Edition, With Dissertations in answer to 
Criticism. 8vo, cloth. 12s. 


— THE BOOK OF ENOCH THE PROPHET. Trans- 
lated from an Ethiopic MS, in the Bodleian Library, by the late 
Richard Laurence, LL.D., Archbishop of Cashel. The Text 
corrected from his latest Notes by Charles Gill. Re-issue, 8vo, 
cloth. 55. 


HARNACK (ADOLF). MONASTICISM: Its Ideals and 
History ; and THE CONFESSIONS OF ST. AUGUS- 
TINE. Two Lectures by Adolf Harnack. Translated into 
English by E, E. Kellett, M.A., and F. H. Marseille, Ph.D., 
M.A. Crown 8vo, cloth. 45. 

“The lectures impart to these old subjects a new and vivid interest which 
cannot but win this faithful version many admiring readers.” —Scotsman. 


“One might read all the ponderous volumes of Montalembert without 
obtaining so clear a view or so rare a judgment of this immense subject as are 
offered in these luminous pages. . . . The translation is excellent, and gives us 
Harnack in pure and vigorous English.’—Christian World. 


—— LETTER to the ‘‘ Preussische Jahrbiicher” on the German 
Emperor’s Criticism of Prof. Delitzsch’s Lectures on ‘‘ Babel 
and Bible.” Translated into English by Thomas Bailey Saunders, 
6d. net. 


— LUKE, THE PHYSICIAN. See Crown Theological Library, 


—_ HISTORY OF DOGMA, See Theological Translation 
Library, New Series, p. 5. 
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HARNACK (ADOLF). THE SAYINGS OF JESUS. See 
Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


— WHAT IS CHRISTIANITY? See Theological Transla- 
tion Library, New Series, p. 6. Aso Crown Theological Library, 
p. 11. See Saunders (T. B.), ‘* Professor Harnack and his Oxford 
Critics,” p. 25. 

—— EXPANSION OF CHRISTIANITY IN THE FIRST 
THREE CENTURIES. See Theological Transiation Library, 
p. 4. 

— and HERRMANN (Dr. WILHELM). ESSAYS ON 
THE SOCIAL GOSPEL. Translation edited by Maurice 
A, Canney, M.A, See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


HATCH (Rev. Dr.) LECTURES ON THE INFLUENCE 
OF GREEK IDEAS AND USAGES UPON THE 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH. See The Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. 


HAUSRATH (Prof. A.). HISTORY OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT TIMES. The Time of the Apostles. Trans- 
lated by Leonard Huxley. With a Preface by Mrs Humphry 
Ward. 4 vols. 8vo, cloth, 42s, (Uniform with the Theological 
Translation Library, Old Series. ) 


— NEW TESTAMENT TIMES. The Times of Jesus. See 
Theological Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8, 
HEBREW TEXTS, in large type for Classes: 


Genesis. 2nd Edition, 16mo, cloth. Is. 6d. 
Psalms. 16mo, cloth. Is, 

Isaiah. 16mo, cloth. Is. 

Job. 16mo, cloth. ts. 


HENSLOW (Rev. G.). THE ARGUMENT OF ADAPTA- 
TION ; or, Natural Theology reconsidered. 8vo, cloth. 1s. 

=— SPIRITUAL TEACHINGS OF BIBLE PLANTS; 
or, The Garden of God. $8vo, cloth. Is. 

—— THE AT-ONE-MENT ; or, The Gospel of Reconciliation. 
8vo, cloth. Is. 


— THE SPIRITUAL TEACHING OF CHRIST’S LIFE. 
8vo, cloth. 55. net. 

— CHRIST NO PRODUCT OF EVOLUTION.  8vo. 
cloth. Is. 

HERFORD (R. TRAVERS, B.A.) CHRISTIANITY IN 
TALMUD AND MIDRASH. Demy 8vo, cloth. 18s, net. 

CONTENTS :—Introduction. Division I. Passages from the 

Rabbinical Literature: A, Passages relating to Jesus. B, Passages 
relating to Minim, Minuth, Division II, General Results. Appen- 
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dix containing the Original Texts of the Passages translated. 
Indices, 


“‘ His book (if he is right in his identification of the Minim) is a history of 
Judaising Christianity—the first independent and competent history written in 
English.’ \—Expository Times. 

‘It must become at once the standard authority on its subject." Manchester 
Guardian. 

“Tt is no exaggeration to say that it will prove indispensable not only to 
scholars interested in Talmudic literature, but to all who study the subject of 
the evangelical tradition. It will introduce the reader into a new world—that 
of Jewish thought in the centuries after Christ.” —Cambridge Review. 


HERRMANN (W.). THE COMMUNION OF THE 
CHRISTIAN WITH GOD. See Theological Translation 
Library, New Series, p. 6. 

— FAITH AND MORALS. See Crown Theological Library, 
Pelt: 


—and HARNACK (ADOLF.) ESSAYS ON THE 
SOCIAL GOSPEL. See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


HIBBERT JOURNAL: A Quarterly Review of Religion, 
Theology, and Philosophy. Edited by L. P. Jacks and G, 
Dawes Hicks, Vol. I. Royal 8vo, 856 pp. Vol. II., 864 pp. 
Vol. IIL, 869 pp. Vols. IV. and V., 960 pp. Cloth. Each 12s, 
6a, net. Annual Subscription, 10s. post free. 


HOERNING (Dr. R.). THE KARAITE MSS., BRITISH 
MUSEUM. The Karaite Exodus (i. to viii. 5) in Forty-two 
Autotype Facsimiles, with a Transcription in ordinary Arabic type. 
Together with Descriptions and Collation of that and five other 
MSS. of portions of the Hebrew Bible in Arabic characters in the 
same Collection. Royal 4to, cloth, gilt top. 20s. 


HUNTER (Rev. J., D.D.). THE COMING CHURCH. A 
Plea for a Church simply Christian. Cloth. 1s. 6d. net. 


JOE on (EDWIN, M.A.). THE RISE OF CHRISTEN- 
DOM. Demy 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. 


— ANTIQUA MATER: A Study of Christian Origins. 
Crown 8vo, cloth, 2s, 6d. 


— THE RISE OF ENGLISH CULTURE. Demy 8vo, 
cloth, 15s. net. 


iE (Reve R. CROMPTON). HYMNS OF DUTY AND 
TH. Selected and Arranged. 247 pp. Fcap. 8vo, cloth, 
a ‘Edition, 35. 6a, 


— CHANTS, PSALMS, AND CANTICLES. Selected 
and Pointed for Chanting, 18mo, cloth. 1s, 6d, 


— ANTHEMS. With Indexes and References to the Music, 
18mo, cloth. Is. 3d. 
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JONES (Rev. R. CROMPTON). THE CHANTS AND 
ANTHEMS. Together in 1 vol., cloth. 2s, 


— A BOOK OF PRAYER. In Thirty Orders of Worship, with 
Additional Prayers and Thanksgivings. 18mo, cloth. 2s. 6d, 
With Chants, in 1 vol. 18mo, cloth, 35. 


KAUTZSCH (E.). AN OUTLINE OF THE HISTORY 
OF THE LITERATURE OF THE OLD TESTA- 
MENT. With Chronological Tables for the History of the 
Israelites, and other Aids to the Explanation of the Old Testament. 
Reprinted from the ‘‘Supplement to the Translation of the Old 
Testament.” By E. Kautzsch, Professor of Theology at the Uni- 
versity of Halle. Edited by the Author, Translated by John 
Taylor, D,Lit., M.A., etc. Demy 8vo, cloth. 6s. 6d, 


This English eis . . . is likely to prove very acceptable to all those 
students who desire to see for themselves the view taken by the ‘higher critics’ 
of the growth of the Old Testament.”—The Guardian. 

“Dr. Taylor has rendered a great service to the English readers by his 
excellent translation of this important work.”—British Weekly. 


KEIM’S HISTORY OF JESUS OF NAZARA. Sce Theo- 
logical Translation Library, Old Series, p. 8. 


KENNEDY (Rev. JAS.). BIBLICAL HEBREW. Sec p. 35. 


KITTEL (R.). HISTORY OF THE HEBREWS. | See 
Theological Translation Library, New Series, p. 6. 


KUENEN (Dr. A.). LECTURES ON NATIONAL AND 
UNIVERSAL RELIGIONS. See The Hibbert Lectures, 
p. 14. 

— THE RELIGION OF ISRAEL TO THE FALL OF 
THE JEWISH STATE. See Theological Translation Library, 
Old Series, p. 9. 


LAKE (Professor KIRSOPP). THE HISTORICAL EVI- 
DENCE FOR THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
CHRIST. See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


LEA (HENRY CHARLES, LL.D.). HISTORY OF SAC- 
ERDOTAL CELIBACY IN THE CHRISTIAN 
CHURCH. Third Edition. Thoroughly Revised and Reset. 
2vols. Medium 8vo, cloth. 21s, net. 


LOBSTEIN (P.). THE DOGMA OF THE VIRGIN BIRTH 
OF CHRIST. See Crown Theological Library, p. Io. 


LODGE (Sir O.). LIFE AND MATTER. A Criticism of 
Professor Haeckel’s ‘‘ Riddle of the Universe.” Fourth 
Impression, Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s. 6d. net. 
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MACAN (R. W.). THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
CHRIST. An Essay in Three Chapters. 8vo, cloth. 5s. 


MACKAY (R. W.). SKETCH OF THE RISE AND 
PROGRESS OF CHRISTIANITY. §8vo, cloth. 6s. 


MARCHANT (JAMES). THEORIES OF THE RESUR- 
RECTION OF JESUS CHRIST. Crown 8vo, stiff covers, 


2s, net ; superior cloth binding, 35. 


MARTI (KARL). RELIGION OF THE OLD TESTA- 
MENT. See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


MARTINEAU (Rev. Dr. JAMES). THE RELATION 
BETWEEN ETHICS AND RELIGION. An Address. 


8vo, sewed, Is. 


-—_MODERN MATERIALISM: ITS ATTITUDE To- 
WARDS THEOLOGY. A Critique and Defence. 8vo, 
sewed. 25, 6d. 


MITCHELL (Rev. A. F.). HOW TO TEACH THE BIBLE. 
2nd Edition, thoroughly revised and reset, Crown 8vo, cloth. 
2s. 6d. 

Sir Oliver Lodge quotes the book in an article in Contemporary 
feeview, and states that the book contains many useful hints 
and much information, 


“ The lectures are marked by much insight and moderation. The book is 
notable also for its gracious and cultured note, and for the quiet persuasiveness 
with which a revolutionary reform is advocated.”—Sunday School Chronicle. 


MONTEFIORE (C. G.). ORIGIN AND GROWTH OF 
RELIGION AS ILLUSTRATED BY THE RELIGION 
OF THE ANCIENT HEBREWS. ‘See The Hibbert Lec- 
tures, p. 14. 


MOSHEH BEN SHESHETH’S COMMENTARY ON 
JEREMIAH AND EZEKIEL. Edited from a Bodleian 
MS., with a Translation and Notes, by S, R. Driver. 8vo, 
sewed. 35. 


MUNSTERBERG (Prof. HUGO). THE AMERICANS. 
See p. 30. 


NESTLE (E.). INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTUAL 
CRITICISM OF THE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT. 
See Theological Translation Library, New Series, p. 7. 


OTTO (R.). NATURALISM AND RELIGION. See Crown 
Theological Library, p. 13. 


PERRIN (R. S.). THE EVOLUTION OF KNOWLEDGE. 
A Review of Philosophy. Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s, 
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PERSONAL AND FAMILY PRAYERS.  8vo, buckram. 


Ts. net. 


PETERS (JOHN P.). EARLY HEBREW STORY. A 
Study of the Origin, the Value, and the Historical Background 
of the Legends of Israel. See Crown Theological Library, 


je hls 


PFLEIDERER (Dr. O.). LECTURES ON THE _IN- 
FLUENCE OF THE APOSTLE PAUL ON THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF CHRISTIANITY. See The 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 14. 


—— PAULINISM: A Contribution to the History of Primitive 
Christianity. Sce Theological Translation Library, Old Series, 


P- 9. 
— PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION ON THE BASIS OF 


ITS HISTORY. See Theological Translation Library, Old 
Series, p. 9. 


— THE EARLY CHRISTIAN CONCEPTION OF 
CHRIST: Its Significance and Value in the History of 
Religion. See Crown Theological Library, p. 11. 


— PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY. Vol.I. Demy 8vo, cloth. 
10s. 6d. net. See Theological Translation Library, New Series, p.3. 


POOLE (REG. LANE). ILLUSTRATIONS OF THE 
HISTORY OF MEDIAVAL THOUGHT IN THE 
DEPARTMENTS OF THEOLOGY AND ECCLESI- 
ASTICAL POLITICS. 8vo, cloth. Ios, 6d, 


PROTESTANT COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TES- 
TAMENT. See Theological Translation Library, Old Series, 


p. 9 

RENAN (E.). ON THE INFLUENCE OF THE INSTI- 
TUTIONS, THOUGHT, AND CULTURE OF ROME 
ON CHRISTIANITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. § See Hibbert Lectures, 
p. 14, 

RENOUF (P. LE PAGE). ON THE RELIGION OF 
ANCIENT EGYPT. See Hibbert Lectures, p. 15. 


REVILLE (A.). THE SONG OF SONGS, Commonly called 
the Song of Solomon, or the Canticle. Translated from the 
French, Crown 8vo, cloth. Is. 6d. 
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REVILLE (A.). ON NATIVE RELIGIONS OF MEXICO 
AND PERU, See Hibbert Lectures, p. 15. 


— PROLEGOMENA OF THE HISTORY OF RE- 
LIGIONS. See Theological Translation Library, Old Series, 
p. 9. 


REVILLE (JEAN), LIBERAL CHRISTIANITY. Sze 
Crown Theological Library, p. 11. 


See also Sabatier’s ‘‘ Religions of Authority and Religion of the 
Spirit,” p. 4. 


RIX (HERBERT). TENT AND TESTAMENT. A Camp- 
ing Tour in Palestine, with some Notes on Scripture Sites. With 
61 Illustrations, Frontispiece, and Maps. Demy 8vo, cloth. 

8s. 6d. net. 
‘His narrative of travel is that of an intelligent and well-informed traveller 
who went without prepossessions and was both able and willing to weigh 


evidence. . . . Mr. Rix’s contribution is one that must be taken into account.” 
—Spectator. 


“The result is a thoughtful, well-written, even learned work, far from the 
vain outpourings of the tourist. The narrative, though heavily charged with 
information, is wonderfully unembarrassed, and the word-pictures which abound 
are true to life.”—A theneum. 


RIX. SERMONS, ESSAYS, AND ADDRESSES. With 
Introduction by Rev. P. H. Wicksteed, M.A. Crown 8vo, cloth. 


ROBINSON (ALEX., M.A., B.D.). A STUDY OF 
THE SAVIOUR IN THE NEWER LIGHT. ond 
Edition. Revised and partly re-written. Demy 8vo, cloth. 55. net. 


— OLD AND NEW CERTAINTY OF THE GOSPEL: 
A Sketch. Crown 8vo, cloth, 2s. 6a. 


SABATIER (AUGUSTE). THE RELIGIONS OF AU- 
THORITY AND THE RELIGION OF THE SPIRIT. 
With a Memoir by Professor J. Réville. See Theological Transla- 
tion Library, New Series, p. 4. 


— THE DOCTRINE OF THE ATONEMENT AND 
ITS HISTORICAL EVOLUTION; and RELIGION 
AND MODERN CULTURE. See Crown Theological 
Library, p. 12. 


SADLER (Rev, Dr.). PRAYERS FOR CHRISTIAN 
WORSHIP. Crown 8vo, cloth. 35. 6a. 


—— CLOSET PRAYERS, Original and Compiled. 18mo, 
cloth, Is. 6d. 
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SAUNDERS (T. BAILEY). PROFESSOR HARNACK 
AND HIS OXFORD CRITICS. Crown 8vo, cloth. 
Is. 6d. net. 

“Tt gives thoughtful and acutely reasoned support to the great historical 
student of Christianity who represents Berlin in theology against the pig- 
tailed opposition which Oxford has offered to his learning. A spirited piece of 
controversial writing, it cannot but prove stimulating to readers interested in 
modern divinity, no matter to which side of the debate their private preposses- 
sions incline them.”’— Scotsman. 


‘Mr. Saunders writes with sobriety and with a knowledge of the points 
at issue. Readers of ‘Harnack and his Critics’ will do well to read his 
comments.”—Shefjield Daily Telegraph. 


SAVAGE (M. J.) BELIEFS ABOUT THE BIBLE. 8vo, 
cloth. 7s. 6d. 


SAYCE (A. H.). ON THE RELIGION OF ANCIENT 
ASSYRIA AND BABYLONIA. See Uibbert Lectures, 


p: 15. 
SCHRADER (E.). CUNEIFORM INSCRIPTIONS AND 


THE OLD TESTAMENT. See Theological Translation 
Library, Old Series, p. 9. 


SCHUBERT (HANS VON) CHURCH HISTORY. See 
Theological Translation Library, New Series, p. 3. 


SCOTT (Rev. E. F., M.A.)) THE APOLOGETIC OF THE 
NEW TESTAMENT. See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


SEVERUS (Patriarch of Antioch) THE SIXTH BOOK 
OR Sebh Ee SELEGI CLEPLERS| OF JSEVERUS; 
PATRIARCH OF ANTIOCH, in the Syriac Version of 
Athanasius of Nisibis. Edited and translated by E, W. Brooks, 
Vol. I. (Text), Part 1, and Vol, II. (Translation), Part 1. 2 vols. 
8vo, cloth. 42s, net. Vol. I. (Text), Part 2, and Vol. II. (Trans- 
lation), Part 2, 2 vols. 8vo, cloth. 42s. net. See Text and 
Translation Society, p. 38. 


SHARPE (SAMUEL). HISTORY OF THE HEBREW 
NATION AND ITS LITERATURE. With an Appendix 
on the Hebrew Chronology. 5th Edition. Crown 8vo, cloth. 
45. 6d. 

— CRITICAL NOTES ON THE AUTHORISED ENG- 


LISH VERSION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. nd 
Edition. 12mo, cloth, Is, 6d. 


SMITH (MARTIN R.). WHAT I HAVE TAUGHT MY 
CHILDREN. and Edition, Revised. Crown $8vo, cloth. 
35. 6d, 
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SODEN (H. von, D.D.). THE BOOKS OF THE NEW 
TESTAMENT. See Crown Theological Library, p. 12. 


THE STATUTES OF THE APOSTLES. The hitherto 
unedited Ethiopic and Arabic Texts. Edited, with an Introduc- 
tion and Translations of the Ethiopic, Arabic, and Coptic Texts, 
by Rev. G, Horner, M.A. With an Appendix—a recently dis- 
covered variant of the Coptic Text. 18s. net. 


TAYLER (Rev. JOHN JAMES). AN ATTEMPT TO 
ASCERTAIN THE CHARACTER OF THE FOURTH 
GOSPEL, especially in its Relation to the First Three. 
2nd Edition. 8vo, cloth. 5s, 


TAYLOR (Rev. C.). THE DIRGE OF COHELETH IN 
ECCLES. XII. DISCUSSED AND LITERALLY 
INTERPRETED. 8vo, cloth. 35, 


TAYLOR (Rev. Dr. J.). THE MASSORETIC TEXT AND 
THE ANCIENT VERSIONS OF THE BOOK OF 
MICAH. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55, 


—— See also Kautzsch, ‘‘ Outline,” p- 21. 


TEN SERVICES OF PUBLIC PRAYER, with Special 
Collects. 8vo, cloth, 3s. ; or 32mo, cloth, Is. 6d, 


— PSALMS AND CANTICLES. 8yvo, cloth. 15. 6d. 


— PSALMS AND CANTICLES, with Anthems. 8vo, 
cloth. 2s. 


TEN SERVICES OF PUBLIC PRAYER, taken in Sub- 
stance from the Common Prayer for Christian Worship, 
with a few additional Prayers for particular Days. 8vo, 
cloth, 25. 6d, ; or 32mo, cloth, Is. 


TESTAMENT, THE NEW. TISCHENDORF (C.). 
NOVUM TESTAMENTUM GRACE. 3 vols. 8vo, 
70s. net, 


— CAMPBELL (Rev. Canon COLIN, M.A, D.D.). THE 
FIRST THREE GOSPELS IN GREEK. Arranged in 
parallel columns, 2nd Edition, Revised. Crown 8vo, cloth, 
55. net, 


THOMAS (Rev. J. M. LLOYD). A FREE CATHOLIC 
CHURCH. Crown 8vo, cloth, rs. 6a, net, 
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UPTON (C. B.). ON THE BASES OF RELIGIOUS 
BELIEF. See Hibbert Lectures, p. 15. 


VICKERS (Jj.). THE REAL JESUS: a Review of his Life, 
eeearter, and Death, from a Jewish Standpoint. Crown 
vo. 65, 


— es CRUCIFIXION MYSTERY. Crown 8vo, cloth. 
35. 6d. 


VOYSEY (Rev. C.)) THE SLING AND THE STONE. 
Vol. VIII. On the Lord’s Prayer, 8vo, cloth. 35. 6d. Vol. IX. 
The Fatherhood of God. Sermon on the Mount, etc. $vo, cloth. 
7s. 6d. Vol. X, Revelation tested on Moral Grounds, etc. 8vo, 
cloth. 10s. 6d. 


— THEISM AS A SCIENCE OF NATURAL THE- 
OLOGY AND NATURAL RELIGION. 2s. 6d. 


— THEISTIC PRAYER BOOK. 3rd Edition. 12mo, cloth. 
35. 6d. 


WiELRG (ites osD:). eA ofnORT. AISTORYSOR. LAE 
HEBREW TEXT OF THE OLD TESTAMENT. By 
Thomas H. Weir, Assistant to the Professor of Oriental Languages 
in the University of Glasgow. znd Edition, with Additions. 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


WEIZSACKER (C. von). THE APOSTOLIC AGE. 2 vols, 
See Theological Translation Library, New Series, p. 7. 


WERNLE (Paul). THE BEGINNINGS OF CHRIS- 
TIANITY. 2 vols. 8vo. See Theological Translation Library, 
New Series, p. 4. 


WICKSTEED (Rev. P. H.). THE ECCLESIASTICAL 
INSTITUTIONS OF HOLLAND, treated with Special 
Reference to the Position and Prospects of the Modern 
School of Theology. A Report presented to the Hibbert 
Trustees, and published by their direction. 8vo, sewed, Is. 


WIMMER (R.). MY STRUGGLE FOR LIGHT: Con- 
fessions of a Preacher. See Crown Theological Library, 


p. Il. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C, 


28 WILLIAMS & NORGATE’S 


ALPHABETICAL LIST—Continued. 


WRIGHT (Rev. C. H. H.). BOOK OF GENESIS IN 
HEBREW TEXT. With a critically revised Text, various 
Readings, and Grammatical and Critical Notes. Demy $8vo, 
35. 6d. 


— BOOK OF RUTH IN HEBREW TEXT. With a criti- 
cally revised Text, various Readings, including a new Collation of 
Twenty-eight Hebrew MSS., and a Grammatical and Critical 
Commentary ; to which is appended the Chaldee Targum, Demy 
8vo. 7s. 6d. 


— DANIEL AND HIS PROPHECIES. Demy §8vo, 
cloth, 7s. 6d, 


— DANIEL AND ITS CRITICS. A Critical and Gram- 
matical Commentary with Appendix. Demy 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. 


WRIGHT (G. H. BATESON). THE BOOK OF JOB. A 
new critically revised Translation, with Essays on Scansion, Date, 
etc. 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


— WAS ISRAEL EVER IN EGYPT? or, A Lost 
Tradition. By G. H. Bateson Wright, D,D., Queen’s College, 
Oxford; Headmaster Queen’s College, Hong-Kong; Author of 
‘A Critical Revised Translation of the Book of Job.” 8vo, art 
linen. 7s. 6d. 


WRIGHT (W. ALDIS), Edited by, and Dr S. A. HIRSCH. 
A COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF JOB. From 
a Hebrew MS. in the University Library, Cambridge. Med. 8vo, 
cloth, 21s, net. 


ZELLER (E.). CONTENTS AND ORIGIN OF THE 
ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. See Theological Translation 
Library, Old Series, p. 9. 
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II. Philosophy, Psychology. 


BACON (ROGER), THE “OPUS MAJUS” OF. Edited, with 
Introduction and Analytical Table, by John Henry Bridges, Fellow 
of Royal College of Physicians, sometime Fellow of Oriel College. 
Complete in 3 vols., 315. 6d. ; Vol. III. sold separately, 75, 6d. 


BREWSTER (H. B.). THE THEORIES OF ANARCHY 
AND OF LAW. A Midnight Debate. Crown 8vo, parch- 
ment. 55. 


— THE PRISON. A Dialogue. Crown 8vo, parchment. 55. 
— THE STATUETTE AND THE BACKGROUND. 


Crown 8vo, parchment. 4s. 


COLLINS (F. H.): AN EPITOME OF THE SYNTHETIC 
PHILOSOPHY. By F. Howard Collins. With a Preface by 
Herbert Spencer. 5th Edition, The Synthetic Philosophy Com- 
pleted. 8vo, cloth, 21s. 


DRUMMOND (Dr.). PHILO JUDAEUS; or, The Jewish 
Alexandrian Philosophy in its Development and Completion. 
By James Drummond, LL.D., Principal of Manchester New 
College, Oxford. 2 vols, 8vo, cloth. 21s. 


HODGSON (S. H.). PHILOSOPHY AND EXPERIENCE. 
An Address delivered before the Aristotelian Society. 8vo, 
sewed, 25, 


— THE REORGANISATION OF PHILOSOPHY. 
Address. 8vo, sewed. Is. 


LAURIE (Professor SIMON). ETHICA: or, The Ethics of 
Reason. By Scotus Novanticus. 2nd Edition, 8vo, cloth. 6s, 


— METAPHYSICA NOVA ET VETUSTA: A Return to 
Dualism. 2nd Edition. Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


LODGE (Sir O.). LIFE AND MATTER. See Religion, 
p. 21. 
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MACKENZIE (MALCOLM). SOCIAL AND POLITICAL 
DYNAMICS. An Exposition of the Function of Money as the 
measure of Contract, Trade, and Government, viewed from the 
Principles of Natural Philosophy and Jurisprudence, in refutation 
of Economic Dogmas, Demy 8vo, cloth, tos. 6d. 


MUNSTERBERG (HUGO, Professor of Psychology at 
Harvard University). THE AMERICANS. Translated by 
Edwin B. Holt, Ph.D., Instructor at Harvard University. Royal 
8vo, cloth. 12s, 6d, net. 


PERRIN (R._S.). EVOLUTION OF KNOWLEDGE, 
THE. A Review of Philosophy. See Religion, p. 22. 


PEC Ree (UE. THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE 
BELIEF IN OBJECTIVE EXISTENCE. Part I, 8vo, 
cloth. 45. 6d. 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE ARISTOTELIAN SOCIETY 
FOR THE SYSTEMATIC STUDY OF PHILOS- 
OPHY. Proceedings. Vol. I, 4 Nos., 1890-91. 8vo, 12s, 
Discontinued after Vol. III. Part 2. Or each Part separately. 
Vol. I. No. 1, 25. 6d. ; No. 2, 25, 6a. ; No. 3, Part I, Bs O25 
Part 2, 25.; No. 4, Part 1, 1s. 6d, ; Part 2, 2s, Vol. II. No. I; 
Part I, 15. 6a, ; Part 2, 25.; No. 2, Part 1, 15, 6a. ; Part OF AS, 
No. 3, Part 1, 25.3; Part 2, 2s, Vol. III. Part T,. 2s) Ode 
Part 2, 2s. NEW SERIES, Vols, I.-VII. Demy 8vo, buckram, 
each Ios, 6a, net. 


SALEEBY (C. W., M.D., F.R.S.). INDIVIDUALISM 
AND COLLECTIVISM. Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s. 


SCHURMAN (J. GOULD). KANTIAN ETHICS AND 
THE ETHICS OF EVOLUTION. 8vo, cloth. 55. 


— THE ETHICAL IMPORT OF DARWINISM. Crown 
8vo, cloth. 55, 


SCRIPTURE (EDWARD W., Ph.D.). STUDIES FROM 
THE YALE PSYCHOLOGICAL LABORATORY. Vols. 
I.-VI., each 4s, 2d. net. 


SHEARMAN (A. T., M.A.). THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
SYMBOLIC LOGIC. A Critical Historical Study of the 
Logical Calculus. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55, net. 


From the Contents. 


Symbols as representing Terms and as representing Propositions 
—Symbols of Operation—The Process of Solution—Concerning a 
Calculus Based on Intension—The Doctrines of Jevons and of Mr. 
MacColl—Later Logical Doctrines—The Utility of Symbolic 
Logic. 


“Tts style is smooth, pleasant, and lucid.”—A ¢heneum. 
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SMITH (H. W.). THE GARDEN OF LIFE. Flowers 
of Thought on Culture, Conduct, and Character for every day 
in the year, gathered and arranged by H. W. Smith. Crown 8vo, 
cloth gilt, 55, net. 


SPENCER (HERBERT). AN AUTOBIOGRAPHY. 
2 vols. demy 8vo, With Portraits. Green buckram, gilt top. 
28s. net. 

“It is not too much to say that we close this book, the most interesting, and 


certainly one of the most important we have ever opened, feeling better, wiser, 
and humbler for having thus hastily read it."—Academy. 


‘Tt is a book for all men and for all time. In its pages the thinker may 
trace, step by step, the synthesis of synthetic philosophy. Here the poet will 
find not only a worthy inspiration, but a possibly surprising vein of sympathy. 
The statesman, the inventor, the litterateur, the man of theory, and the man of 
practice will find alike, within the covers of these two massive volumes, an 
almost inexhaustible treasury of interest and constructive thought. ‘There is 
suggestion and instruction for all the world, and an almost indefinable fascina- 
tion—whether it be due to the mere intrinsic beauty of the picture itself, or to 
the dignity of its execution, or to the sense of its almost laborious faithfulness, 
or to the combined attraction of all three.” —Sz. James's Gazette. 


— A SYSTEM OF SYNTHETIC PHILOSOPHY— 


Vol. I. First Principles. With an Appendix and a 
Portrait. Finally revised. New Edition, large crown 8vo, cloth. 
7s. Od, 


Vols, II. and III. The Principles of Biology. 6th 
Thousand. §8vo, cloth, Revised and greatly enlarged. Vols, I. 
and II. 18s, each. 


Vols, IV. and V. The Principles of Psychology. 5th 
Thousand. 2 vols. 8vo, cloth. 36s. 


Vol. VI. The Principles of Sociology. Vol. I. Part 1, 
The Data of Sociology; Part 2, The Inductions of Sociology ; 
Part 3, Domestic Institutions. 4th Thousand, revised and 
enlarged. 8vo, cloth, 21s. 


Vol. VII. The Principles of Sociology. Vol. II. Part 4, 
Ceremonial Institutions; Part 5, Political Institutions, 3rd 
Thousand. 8vo, cloth. 18s, 

Vol, VIII. The Principles of Sociology. Vol. III. Part 6, 


Ecclesiastical Institutions ; Part 7, Professional Institutions ; Part 
8, Industrial Institutions. znd Thousand. $8vo, cloth. 16s. 


Vol. IX. The Principles of Ethics. Vol. I. Part 1, The 
Data of Ethics ; Part 2, The Inductions of Ethics; Part 3, The 
Ethics of Individual Life. 2nd Thousand. §8vo, cloth. 15s. 


Vol. X. The Principles of Ethics. Vol. II. Part 4, 
Justice; Part 5, Negative Beneficence; Part 6, Positive 
Beneficence ; Appendices. Demy 8vo, cloth. 125, 6d. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
3 


32 WILLIAMS & NORGATE’S 


Also to be had separately : 
SPENCER (HERBERT). DATA OF ETHICS. Reset 


uniform with popular edition of “ First Principles.” Sewed, 2s. 6d. 
net, ; cloth, 3s. net. 


—— JUSTICE. Being Part 4 of the Principles of Ethics. 2nd 
Thousand. 8vo, cloth, 6s. 


Other Works. 


— THE STUDY OF SOCIOLOGY. Library Edition (21st 
Thousand), with a Postscript. 8vo, cloth. 10s. 6d. 


— DATA OF ETHICS. Small Demy 8vo, cloth. 3s. net. ; 


sewed, 2s, 6d. net. 


— EDUCATION : Intellectual, Moral, and Physical. Cheap 
Edition. Entirely reset. 46th Thousand. Crown $vo, cloth. 
2s. 6d. 


— ESSAYS: Scientific, Political, and Speculative. A new 
Edition, rearranged, with additional Essays. 3 vols. 8vo, cloth. 
(Each tos.) 30s. 


— SOCIAL STATICS. Abridged and revised, together with 
‘©The Man wv, The State.” 8vo, cloth. Ios. 


—— VARIOUS FRAGMENTS. Uniform in Library binding. 
Demy 8vo, cloth. Enlarged Edition. 6s. 


—— FACTS AND COMMENTS. Demy 8vo, cloth. 6s, 


— THE MAN versus THE STATE. tath Thousand. 
Sewed, Is. 


—A REJOINDER TO PROFESSOR WEISMANN. 
Sewed. 6d. 


—— REASONS FOR DISSENTING FROM THE PHIL- 
OSOPHY OF M. COMTE. Sewed. 6d. 


— DESCRIPTIVE SOCIOLOGY; or, Groups of Socio- 
logical Facts. Compiled and abstracted by Professor D. 
Duncan of Madras, Dr. Richard Scheppig, and James Collier. 
Folio, boards. 

No. 1. English. 18s, 
2. Ancient American Races. 16s. 
3. Lowest Races, Negritto Races, Polynesians. 18s, 
4. African Races. 16s. 
No, 5. Asiatic Races. 18s. 
6. American Races. 18s, 
7. Hebrews and Pheenicians. ats. 
8. The French Civilisation. 30s. 
New volumes in preparation, 
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SPENCER (HERBERT). COLEINS. (F-) Ho) AN 
EPITOME OF THE SYNTHETIC PHILOSOPHY. 
By F. Howard Collins, Being a Digest of Mr. Herbert Spencer’s 
Works, 5th Edition, the Synthetic Philosophy Completed. With 
a Preface by Herbert Spencer. $8vo, cloth. 21s, 


— DREY (S.). HERBERT SPENCER’S THEORY OF 
RELIGION AND MORALITY. By Sylvan Drey. 8vo, 


sewed, Is, 


—— — A THEORY OF LIFE DEDUCED FROM THE 
EVOLUTION PHILOSOPHY. Demy 8vo, sewed. 1s. 


SPINOZA: Four Essays. By Professors Land, Van Vloten, and 
Kuno Fischer, and by E. Renan. Edited by Professor Knight, of 
St. Andrews. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55, 


STUDIES FROM THE YALE PSYCHOLOGICAL 
LABORATORY. Edited by Professor E. W. Scripture. 
With many Illustrations, 8vo, sewed. 4s. 2d. each net. Vol. I. 
1892-93, 100 pages, Vol. II. 1894, 124 pages. Vol. III. 1895, 
110 pages. Vol. IV. 1896, 141 pages. Vol. V. 1897, 105 pages. 
Vol. VI. 1898, 105 pages. 


WUNDT (WILHELM) OUTLINES OF PSYCHOL- 
OGY. Translated, with the co-operation of the Author, by 
Charles Hubbard Judd, Ph.D., Instructor in the Wesleyan 
University. 3rd Enlarged Edition. Demy 8vo, cloth. 8s. net. 
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III. Oriental Languages, Literature, 
and History. 


ABHIDHANARATNAMALA (THE) OF HALAYUDHA. 
A Sanskrit Vocabulary (120 pp.). Edited, with a Sanskrit-English 
Glossary (180 pp.), by Dr. T. Aufrecht. 8vo, cloth. (Published 
at 185.) Ios, 


AVESTI, PAHLAVI, and ANCIENT PERSIAN STUDIES 
in Honour of the late SHAMS-UL-ULAMA DASTUR 
PESHOTANJI BEHRAMJI SANJANA, M.A., Ph.D. 
Paper cover, 12s. 6d. net; cloth, 13s. 6d. net. 


BERNSTEIN and KIRSCH. SYRIAC CHRESTOMATHY 
AND LEXICON (Chrestomathia Syriaca cum Lexico). 
2 vols, in I, 8vo, cloth boards. 7s. 6d, I. Chrestomathia, 
separately. Sewed. 35. 


DAVIDS (T. W. RHYS). LECTURES ON SOME POINTS 
IN THE HISTORY OF INDIAN BUDDHISM. See 
The Hibbert Lectures, p. 14, 


DELITZSCH (Prof. F.). ASSYRIAN GRAMMAR. With 
Paradigms, Exercises, Glossary, and Bibliography. Translated by 
the Rev. Prof. A. R. S, Kennedy, Crown 8vo, cloth. 155. 


—— THE HEBREW LANGUAGE VIEWED IN THE 
LIGHT OF ASSYRIAN RESEARCH. Demy 8vo, 
cloth. 45. 


— BABEL AND BIBLE. See Crown Theological Library, 
p. 10. 


DIETTRICH (GUSTAV). DIE MASSORAH DER OST- 
LICHEN UND WESTLICHEN SYRER IN IHREN 
ANGABEN ZUM PROPHETEN JESAIA nach finf 
Handschriften des British Museum in Verbindung mit zwei 
Tractaten iiber Accente. Sewed. 8s. 6d. net. 


DILLMANN (A.). ETHIOPIC GRAMMAR. Translated 
from C. Bezold’s Second German Edition, By Rev. J. A 
Crichton, D.D., with Index of Passages, Philological Tables, etc 
I vol., Royal 8vo, 255. net. 


DIPAVAMSA (THE): A Buddhist Historical Record in the 
Pali Language. Edited, with an English Translation, by Dr. 
H. Oldenberg. 8vo, cloth. 2rs, 


The ‘“‘Dipavamsa” is the most ancient historical work of the Ceylonese ste 
contains an account of the ecclesiastical history of the Buddhist Church, of the 


ae of the Ceylonese to the Buddhist faith, and of the ancient history of 
Ceylon. 
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ERMAN’S EGYPTIAN GRAMMAR. Translated, under 
Professor Erman’s supervision, by J. H. Breasted, Professor of 
Egyptology in the University of Chicago. Crown 8vo, cloth, 18s. 


EVANS (GEORGE) AN ESSAY ON ASSYRIOLOGY. 
With 4to Tables of Assyrian Inscriptions. 8vo, cloth. 55. 


FAIZULLAH-BHAI (Shaikh, B.D.) A MOSLEM 
PRESENT. Part I., containing the famous poem of Al-Busaree. 
With an English Version and Notes. 8vo, cloth. 45. 


— AN ESSAY ON THE PRE-ISLAMITIC ARABIC 
POETRY, with special reference to the Seven Suspended 
Poems. 8vo, sewed. 


FLINDERS PETRIE PAPYRI. See Cunningham Memoirs, 
vols, 8, 9, and 11, p. 46. 


FRANKFURTER (Dr. 0.) HANDBOOK OF PALI: Being 
an Elementary Grammar, a Chrestomathy, and a Glossary. 
8vo, cloth. 16s, 


FUERST » (Dr. JUL.)) HEBREW. AND CHALDEE 
LEXICON TO THE OLD TESTAMENT. 5th Edition, 
improved and enlarged, Translated by Rev. Dr. Samuel Davidson. 
Royal 8vo, cloth, ais, 


HARDY (R. SPENCE). MANUAL OF BUDDHISM IN 
ITS MODERN DEVELOPMENT. Translated from 
Singhalese MSS. 2nd Edition, with a complete Index and 
Glossary. 8vo, cloth, 2Is. 


HEBREW TEXTS. Large type. 16mo, cloth. 


Genesis. (2nd Edition. Baer and Delitzsch’s Text.) 15. 6a. 
Psalms. Is. 

Job. 1s. 

Isaiah. Is, 


KENNEDY (Rev. JAS.). INTRODUCTION TO BIBLICAL 
HEBREW, presenting Graduated Instruction in the 
Language of the Old Testament. By James Kennedy, B.D., 
Acting Librarian in the New College, and one of the additional 
Examiners in Divinity at the University, Edinburgh. 8vo, cloth, 
125, 


——STUDIES IN HEBREW SYNONYMS. Demy 8vo, 
cloth. 55. 
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LYALL (C. J.. M.A., K.C.I.E.). ANCIENT ARABIAN 
POETRY, CHIEFLY PRA-ISLAMIC. Translations, with 
an Introduction and Notes. Fcap, 4to, cloth, 10s, 6d. 


MACHBEROTH ITHIEL. By Yehuda ben Shelomoh Alcharizi. 
Edited from the MS, in the Bodleian Library, by Thomas 
Chenery, M.A. 8vo, cloth. 35. 


MILANDA PANHO, THE: Being Dialogues between King 
Milanda and the Buddhist Sage Nagasena. The Pali Text, 
edited by V. Trenckner. 440 pp. 8vo, sewed. 215, See also 
** Pali Miscellany.” 


MOSHEH BEN SHESHETH’S COMMENTARY ON 
JEREMIAH AND EZEKIEL. Sw p. 22. 


MUSS-ARNOLT (W.). A CONCISE DICTIONARY OF 
THE ASSYRIAN LANGUAGE 6(Assyrian—English— 
German). By W. Muss-Arnolt. Completed in 19 parts. Each 
5s. net.; or bound in 2 vols., £5 net. 


NEW HEBREW SCHOOL of POETS of the SPANISH- 
ARABIAN EPOCH. Selected Texts with Introduction, Notes, 
and Dictionary. Edited by H. Brody, Ph.D., Rabbi in Nachod 
(Bohemia), and K. Albrecht, Ph.D., Professor in Oldenburg 
(Grand Duchy), English translation of the Introduction, etc., by 
Mrs Karl Albrecht. Cloth, 7s, 6d. net, 


NOLDEKE (THEODOR, Professor of Oriental Languages 
in the University of Strassburg), COMPENDIOUS 
SYRIAC GRAMMAR. With a Table of Characters by Julius 
Euting. Translated (with the sanction of the author) from the 
second and improved German Edition by Rev. James A. Crichton, 
D.D. Royal 8vo. 18s. net. 


— DELECTUS VETERUM CARMINUM ARABI- 
CORUM GLOSSARIUM CONFECIT A. MULLER. 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 75, 6a. 


NORRIS (E.). ASSYRIAN DICTIONARY. Intended to 
further the Study of the Cuneiform Inscriptions of Assyria and 
Babylonia, Vols, I. to III. 4to, cloth. Each 28s, 


OLDENBERG (Prof. H.). BUDDHA: His Life, his Doctrine, 
his Order. By Dr. Hermann Oldenberg, Professor at the 
University of Berlin. Translated by W. Hoey, M.A. 8vo, cloth 
gilt. 18s, 
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PALI MISCELLANY. By V. Trenckner. Part I. The Intro- 
ductory Part of the Milanda Panho, with an English Translation 
and Notes. 8vo, sewed. 45. 


PLATTS (J. T.)} A GRAMMAR OF THE PERSIAN 
LANGUAGE. By John T. Platts, Hon. M.A. (Oxon.), Teacher 
of Persian in the University of Oxford ; late Inspector of Schools in 
the Central Provinces of India. Part I. Accidence. Broad crown 
8vo. 0s. 6d. 


RENOUF (P. LE PAGE). LECTURES ON THE RE- 
LIGION OF ANCIENT EGYPT. See Hibbert Lectures, 


Pe 15: 


SADI. THE GULISTAN (ROSE GARDEN) OF SHAIK 
SADI OF SHIRAZ. A new Edition of the Persian Text, with 
a Vocabulary, by F. Johnson. Square royal 8vo, cloth, 15s. 


SAYCE (Prof. A. H.). LECTURES ON THE RELIGIONS 
OF ANCIENT BABYLONIA AND SYRIA. _ See the 
Hibbert Lectures, p. 15. 


SCHRADER (E.). THE CUNEIFORM INSCRIPTIONS 
AND THE OLD TESTAMENT. — See Theological Trans- 
lation Library, Old Series, p. 9. 


SHIHAB AL DIN. FUTUH AL-HABASHAH; or, The 
Conquest of Abyssinia. By Shinab al Din Ahmad B. ’Abd al 
Kadir B. Salim B. ’Uthman. Edited, from an Arabic MS., by 
S. Arthur Strong. Part I. 8vo, sewed. 35. net. 


SOCIN (Dr. A.) ARABIC GRAMMAR. Paradigms, Litera- 
ture, Exercises, and Glossary. 2nd Edition. Translated from the 
3rd German Edition by the Rev. Prof, A. R. S, Kennedy, D.D, 
Crown 8vo, cloth. 8s. 6d. 


— KEY FOR TRANSLATING THE GERMAN EXER- 
CISES IN ABOVE GRAMMAR. Sewed. 1s. 6d, 


SORENSEN (S., Ph.D.), Compiled by. AN INDEX TO 
THE NAMES IN THE MAHABHARATA. With short 
explanations. Royal 4to, in twelve parts, which are not sold 
separately, at 7s. 6d. per part net. Parts I. and III. now ready. 


STATUTES, THE, OF THE APOSTLES. The hitherto 
unedited Ethiopic and Arabic Texts, with translations of Ethiopic, 
Arabic, and Coptic Texts, by G. Horner, M.A. See p. 26. 
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TEXT AND TRANSLATION SOCIETY. Established for the 
purpose of editing and translating Oriental Texts chiefly preserved 
tn the British Museum. 


Volumes already tssued— 


THE SIXTH BOOK OF THE SELECT LETTERS 
OF SEVERUS, PATRIARCH OF ANTIOCH, in 
the Syriac Version of Athanasius of Nisibis. Edited 
and translated by E. W. Brooks, M.A. Vol. I. Text, Parts I. 
and II. Vol. II. Translation, Parts I. and II, 84s, net. 


THE CANONS OF ATHANASIUS OF ALEX- 
ANDRIA, in Arabic, Ethiopic, and Coptic. Edited 
and Translated by Prof. W. Riedel (Griefswald) and W. E, 
Crum, 2Is. net. 


A RABBINIC COMMENTARY ON THE BOOK OF 
JOB, contained in a unique MS. at Cambridge. 
Edited, with Translation and Commentary, by W. Aldis 
Wright, LL.D. ts. net. 


TURPIE (Dr. D. McC.). MANUAL OF THE CHALDEE 
LANGUAGE. Containing Grammar of the Biblical Chaldee 
and of the Targums, and a Chrestomathy, with a Vocabulary. 
Square 8vo, cloth. 7s, 


VINAYA PITAKAM: One of the Principal Buddhist Holy 
Scriptures. Edited in Pali by Dr. H. Oldenberg. 5 vols, 8vo, 
cloth, Each 2ts. 


WALLIS (H. W.). THE COSMOLOGY OF THE RIG- 
VEDA: An Essay. 8vo, cloth. 55. 
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IV. Modern Languages & Literature. 


A complete list of Messrs. Williams & Norgate’s Educational Puble- 
cations on Modern Languages may be had on application. 


ARMY SERIES OF FRENCH AND GERMAN NOVELS. 
Edited, with short Notes, by J. T. W. Perowne, M.A. 


This series is equally well adapted for general reading, and for those 

eparing for the Army, Oxford and Cambridge Certificates, and_other 
eee ee fact, for all who wish to keep up or improve their French 
and German. The notes are as concise as possible, with an occasional 
etymology or illustration to assist the memory. The books selected being 
by recent or living authors, are adapted for the study of most modern French 
and German. 


LE COUP DE PISTOLET, etc. Prosper Merimée. 25. 6d. 


‘4 book more admirably suited to its purpose could not be desired. The 
Editors deserve to be congratulated."—Wational Observer. 


VAILLANTE. Jacques Vincent. 25. 6d, 


“ The books are well got up, and in Vazllante an excellent choice has been 
made.”—Guardian. 


AUF VERLORNEM POSTEN AND NAZZARENA 
DANTI. Johannes v, Dewall. 35. 


‘Well printed, well bound, and annotated just sufficiently to make the 
reading of them sure as well as easy.” —Educational Times. 


CONTES MILITAIRES. A. Daudet. 2s. 6d, 


“‘These stories are mainly culled from a series called Contes du Lundi, 
originally contributed by their author to the Fzgaro. Written at fever heat 
immediately after the great 1870 war, they show Daudet’s power in many ways 
at its highest. . . . We therefore do more than recommend—vwe urge all 
readers of French to get the stories in some form, and the present one is both 
good and cheap.”—7ke Schoolmaster. 


ERZAHLUNGEN. E. Héfer. 35. 

‘The series has brought fascinating examples of fiction under the eyes of 
English readers in a neat and handy form. Besides having the military flavour, 
they are models of style.” —Scotsman. 


BAYLDON (Rev. G.). ICELANDIC GRAMMAR. An 
Elementary Grammar of the Old Norse or Icelandic Language. 
8vo, cloth. 75. 6d. 
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BOIELLE (JAS.). FRENCH COMPOSITION THROUGH 
LORD MACAULAY’S ENGLISH. Edited, with Notes, 
Hints, and Introduction, by the late James Boielle, B.A. (Univ. 
Gall.), Officier d’Académie, Senior French Master, Dulwich 
College, etc., etc. Crown 8vo, cloth, Vol. I. Frederick the 
Great. 35. Vol. II. Warren Hastings. 35. Vol. III. Lord 
Clive. 35. 


—— See Victor Hugo, ‘‘Les Misérables” and ‘‘ Notre Dame.” 


DELBOS (L.). NAUTICAL TERMS IN ENGLISH 
AND FRENCH AND FRENCH AND ENGLISH. 
With Notes and Tables. For the use of Naval Officers and Naval 
Cadets. By Leon Delbos, M.A., of H.M.S. &ritannia, Dart- 
mouth. 4th Edition, thoroughly revised and _ considerably 
enlarged, with additional Plates. Crown 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. net. 


EUGENE’S STUDENT’S COMPARATIVE GRAMMAR 
OF THE FRENCH LANGUAGE, with an Historical 
Sketch of the Formation of French. For the use of Public 
Schools, With Exercises, By G. Eugéne-Fasnacht, late French 
Master, Westminster School, 23rd Edition, thoroughly revised. 
Square crown 8vo, cloth, 5s.; or separately, Grammar, 35. ; 
Exercises, 25. 6d. 


GOETHE (W. v.). ANNOTATED TEXTS. See Educational 
Catalogue. 


HAGMANN (J.G., Ph.D.). REFORM IN PRIMARY EDU- 
CATION. Translated from Second German Edition by R. H. 
Hoar, Ph.D., and Richmond Barker, M.A. Cr. 8vo, cl., 25. 6d. net. 


HOGAN (E.). CATH RUIS NA RIG FOR BOINN. With 
Preface, Translation, and Indices; also a Treatise on Irish Neuter 
Substantives, and a Supplement to the Index Vocabuiorum of 
Zeuss’s ‘‘Grammatica Celtica.” Todd Lecture Series, Vol. IV. 
8vo, sewed. 35. 6d. 


—— THE LATIN LIVES OF THE SAINTS AS AIDS 
TOWARDS THE TRANSLATION OF IRISH TEXTS 
AND THE PRODUCTION OF AN IRISH DICTION- 
ARY. By Edmund Hogan, S.J., F.R.U.L, M.R.I.A., Royal 
Irish Academy’s Todd Professor of Celtic Languages. Todd 
Lecture Series, Vol. V. 25. 6d. 


— THE IRISH NENNIUS FROM L. NA HUIDRE, 
AND HOMILIES AND LEGENDS FROM L. BREAC. 
Alphabetical Index of Irish Neuter Substantives. Todd Lecture 
Series, Vol. VI. 2s. 6d. 


HUGO (VICTOR). LES MISERABLES: Les Principaux 
Episodes. Edited, with Life and Notes, by the late J. Boielle, 
2 vols. 6th Edition. Crown 8vo, cloth. Each 3s. 6d. 
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HUGO (VICTOR). NOTRE DAME DE PARIS. Adapted 
for the use of Schools and Colleges. By the late J. Boielle. 
2vols, 2nd Edition. Crown 8vo, cloth. Each 3s. 


LEABHAR BREAC. The ‘Speckled Book,” otherwise styled, 
‘“‘The Great Book of Dun Doighre”: a Collection of Pieces in 
Irish and Latin, transcribed towards the close of the Fourteenth 
Century. ‘‘The oldest and best Irish MS. relating to Church 
History now preserved” (G, Fetrze). Now first published, from 
the original MS. in the Royal Irish Academy’s Library. In 
imperial folio, on toned paper. In one vol., half-calf, £4, 4s. 
(200 copies only printed. ) 


LEABHAR NA H-UIDHRI. A Collection of Pieces in Prose 
and Verse, in the Irish Language, transcribed about A.D. 1100; 
the oldest volume now known entirely in the Irish language, 
and one of the chief surviving native literary monuments—not 
ecclesiastical—of ancient Ireland; now for the first time pub- 
lished, from the original in the Library of the Royal Irish 
Academy, with account of the Manuscript, description of its 
contents, index, and facsimiles in colours. In folio on toned 
paper, half-calf. 43, 3s. (200 copies only printed.) 


LILJA (The Lily). An Icelandic Religious Poem. By Eystein 
Asgrimson. Edited, with Translation, Notes, and Glossary, by 
E. Magnusson. Crown 8vo, cloth extra. Ios. 6d. 


LODGE (Sir 0.) SCHOOL TEACHING AND SCHOOL 
REFORM. A Course of Four Lectures on School Curricula 
and Methods, delivered to Secondary Teachers and Teachers in 
Training at Birmingham during February 1905. 35. 

‘‘The work of a sensible iconoclast, who does not pull down for the sake of 
mere destruction, but is anxious to set up something more worthy in place of 
the medizvalism he attacks.” —Oztlook. 


‘Let me commend this wise volume not only to teachers but to all concerned 
in national education. And especially to the politician. Half an hour with 
Sir Oliver Lodge would make him realise that there are problems on the inner 
side of the school door not dreamt of in his philosophy—would make him feel 
that the more he knows of these the better will he be able wisely to handle those 
others about which he is glibly talking every day.”—Dr Macnamara in the 
Daily Chronicle. 


MAORI. NEW AND COMPLETE MANUAL OF 
MAORI CONVERSATIONS. Containing Phrases and 
Dialogues on a variety of Topics, together with a few general 
rules of Grammar, and a comprehensive Vocabulary. 4s. net. 
See also Williams. 


NIBELUNGENLIED. ‘The Fall of the Nibelungens,” other- 
wise ‘‘The Book of Kriemhild.” An English Translation by 
W.N. Letisom. 4th Edition. $8vo, cloth. 55. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 
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O’GRADY (STANDISH H.). SILVA GADELICA (L- 
XXXI.). A Collection of Tales in irish, with Extracts illus- 
trating Persons and Places. Edited from MSS. and translated. 
2 vols. royal 8vo, cloth. 42s. Or separately, Vol. I., Irish 
Text ; and Vol. II., Translation and Notes, Each vol, 21s. 


OORDT (J. F. VAN, B.A.) CAPE DUTCH. Phrases and 
Dialogues, with Translations, preceded by short Grammatical 
Notes. Crown 8vo, cloth. 2s. 6d, net. 


PHILLIPPS =(V..0 BrAL): A SHORT SKETCH OF 
GERMAN LITERATURE, for Schools. By Vivian 
Phillipps, B.A., Assistant Master at Fettes College, Edinburgh. 
2nd Edition, revised. Pott 8vo, cloth. 1s, 


ROGET (Fase, AN INTRODUCTION TO OLD 
FRENCH. History, Grammar, Chrestomathy, and Glossary, 
2nd Edition, Crown 8vo, cloth. 6s. 


— FIRST STEPS IN FRENCH HISTORY, LITERA- 
TURE, AND PHILOLOGY. For Candidates for the Scotch 
Leaving Certificate Examinations, the various Universities Local 
Examinations, and the Army Examinations. 4th Edition, Crown 
8vo, cloth. 55. 


See also Voltaire. 


ROSING (S.). ENGLISH-DANISH DICTIONARY. New 
Edition. Large 8vo, strongly bound, half-roan. 11s, 6d. 


SCHILLER (F. VON). THE BALLADS AND SHORTER 
POEM Translated into English Verse by Gilbert Clark. 
Feap. 8vo, cloth. 55. 


— ANNOTATED TEXTS. See Educational Catalogue. 


SULLIVAN (W. K.). CELTIC STUDIES FROM THE 
GERMAN OF EBEL. With an Introduction on the Roots, 
Stems, and Derivatives, and on Case-endings of Nouns in the 
Indo-European Languages, 8vo, cloth. tos. 


TODD LECTURE SERIES (Royal Irish Academy)— 


Vol. I. Part 1. Mesca Ulad; or, The Intoxications of the 
Ultonians. Irish Text, with Translation and Notes, by W. M. 
Hennesy. 8vo, sewed. 1s. 6d. 


Vol. II. Leabhar Breac, Passions and Homilies from. 
Irish Text, Translation, and Glossary, with Lecture on Irish 
Lexicography, by Dr. R. Atkinson. 8vo, cloth, Part I, pages 
1-34, out of print. Part 2, pages 35-958, 6s. 
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TODD LECTURE SERIES—Continued. 


Vol, III. The Codex Palatino-Vaticanus. No. 830. Texts, 
Translations, and Indices, by B. MacCarthy, D.D. 8vo, sewed. 
2s. 6d, 

Vol, IV. Cath Ruis na Rig for Boinn. With Preface, Trans- 
lation, indices, a Treatise on Irish Neuter Substantives, and a 
Supplement to the Index Vocabulorum of Zeuss’s ‘‘ Grammatica 
Celtica.” By E. Hogan. 8vo, sewed. 35. 6d. 

Vol. V. The Latin Lives of the Saints as aids towards the 
Translation of Irish Texts and the Production of an Irish 
Dictionary. By Edmund Hogan, S.J., F.R.U.I., M.R.LA., 
Royal Irish Academy’s Todd Professor of the Celtic Languages. 
2s, 6d, 

Vol. VI. The Irish Nennius from L. Na Huidre, and 
Homilies and Legends from L. Breac. Alphabetical Index of 
Irish Neuter Substantives. By Edmund Hogan, S.J., F.R.U.L, 
M.R.I.A., Royal Irish Academy’s Todd Professor of the Celtic 
Languages. 2s. 6d. 


VELASQUEZ. LARGER SPANISH DICTIONARY. 
Composed from the Dictionaries of the Spanish Academy, Terreros 
and Salva. Spanish-English and English-Spanish. 1279 pp., 
triple columns, 2vols,in I. Imp, 8vo, cloth. 245, 


VIGA GLUMS SAGA. Translated from the Icelandic, with Notes 
and an Introduction, by Sir Edmund Head, Bart. Fcap. 8vo, 
cloth. 55. 


WEISSE (T. H.). SYSTEMATIC CONVERSATIONAL 
EXERCISES FOR TRANSLATING INTO GERMAN, 
adapted to his Grammar. New Edition. Crown 8vo, cloth. 
(Key, 55. net.) 35. 6d. 

WEISSE (T. H.). A SHORT GUIDE TO GERMAN 
IDIOMS: being a Collection of the Idioms most in use. 
With Examination Papers. 3rd Edition. Cloth, 2s. 

WERNER’S ELEMENTARY LESSONS IN CAPE 
DUTCH (AFRIKANDER TAAL). By A. Werner and 
G. Hunt. 16mo, cloth. Is. 6d, 


‘We most cordially recommend this book to anyone going out to settle in 


South Africa. ... The dialogues and exercises are admirably planned.”— 
Reformer. 4 ; 

‘“To those outward bound such a book is sure to be useful.”—Practical 
Teacher. 


WILLIAMS (The Right Rev. W. L., D.C.L.). A DICTION- 
ARY OF THE NEW ZEALAND LANGUAGE. 4th 
Edition. Edited by the Right Rev. Bishop W. L. Williams, with 
numerous additions and corrections, Demy 8vo, cloth. 12s, 6a. 


—— LESSONS IN MAORI. 3rd Edition. Fcap. 8vo, cloth, 
3. 
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YELLOW BOOK OF LECAN. A Collection of Pieces (Prose 
and Verse) in the Irish Language, in part compiled at the end of 
the Fourteenth Century ; now for the first time published from the 
original Manuscript in the Library of Trinity College, Dublin, by 
the Royal Irish Academy. With Introduction, Analysis of Con- 
tents, and Index, by Robert Atkinson. 30 and 468 pp. (Royal 
Irish Academy’s Irish facsimiles.) Large post folio, 1896, half- 
roan, Roxburghe, cloth sides. £4, 4s. 


ZOEGA (G. T.). ENGLISH-ICELANDIC DICTIONARY. 


8vo, cloth. 6s, net. 


ZOMPOLIDES (Dr. D.). A COURSE OF MODERN 
GREEK; or, The Greek Language of the Present Day. 
I, The Elementary Method. Crown 8vo, cloth. 55. 
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V. Science. 


MEDICINE—CHEMISTRY—BOTANY—ZOOLOGY— 
MATHEMATICS, 


ANNETT (H. E., M.D., D.P.H.), J. EVERETT DUTTON, 
M.B., B.Ch., and J. H. ELLIOTT, M.D., Toronto. 
REPORT OF THE MALARIA EXPEDITION TO 
NIGERIA (1900). Part I. Malarial Fever, etc. (Liverpool 
School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir III.). tos. 6d Part II. 
Filariasis (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir IV.). 
Out of print separately, but ts contained in the Thompson- Yates 
Laboratory Reports, Vol. 1V., Part I, Price 20s. 

BASTIAN, (H. CHARLTON, M.A., M.D.,. F:R:S.), 
STUDIES IN HETEROGENESIS. With S28 Illustra- 
tions from Photomicrographs, Royal 8vo, cloth. 315. 6d. 

BENEDICT (F. E., Ph.D.) ELEMENTARY ORGANIC 
ANALYSIS. Small 8vo. Pages vi+82. 15 Illustrations. 
4s. 6d, net. 

BERGEY (D. G.). HANDBOOK OF PRACTICAL HY- 
GIENE. Small 8vo. Pagesv+164. 6s. 6d, net. 

BERGMANN (Prof. E. von, M.D.) A SYSTEM OF 
PRACTICAL SURGERY. Edited by William T. Bull, 
M.D. In five imperial 8vo volumes, containing 4174 pages, with 
1976 illustrations in the text, and 102 superb full-page plates 
in colours and monochrome. Extra cloth, £6, 6s. ; half-leather, 
marble sides and edges, £7, 7s. ; half-morocco, £8, 8s, 

BILTZ (HENRY). THE PRACTICAL METHODS OF 
DETERMINING MOLECULAR WEIGHTS. Trans- 
lated by Jones. Small 8vo. Pages viiit+245. 44 Illustrations, 
85. 6d, net. 

BOLTON. HISTORY OF THE THERMOMETER. 
12mo, 96 pages. 6 Illustrations. 45. 6d. net. 

BOYCE (RUBERT, M.B.,F.R.S.). THE ANTI-MALARIA 
MEASURES AT ISMAILIA. (Liverpool School of Tropical 
Medicine, Memoir XII.) Price Is. 

— YELLOW FEVER PROPHYLAXIS IN NEW OR- 
LEANS, 1905. (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir 
XIX) eS snet, 

BOYCE (RUBERT), A. EVANS, M.R.C.S., and H. H. 
CLARKE, M.A., B.C. REPORTS ON THE SANITA- 
TION AND ANTI- MALARIAL MEASURES IN 
PRACTICE AT BATHURST, CONAKRY, AND 
FREETOWN (1905). (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, 
Memoir XIV.) With 8 Plates. 55. 
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"BRUCE (ALEX, (M-A., M.D. FUR CPE. ron) eee 
TOPOGRAPHICAL ATLAS OF THE SPINAL CORD. 
Fcap. folio, half-leather. £2, 25. net. 


CUNNINGHAM MEMOIRS— 

1. Cubic Transformations. By John Casey, LL.D. 4to, 
sewed. 25. 6d. 

2, On the Lumbar Curve in Man and the Apes. By D. 
J. Cunningham, M.D. 13 Plates. 4to, sewed. 5s. 

3. New Researches on Sun-heat, Terrestrial Radiation, 
etc. By Rev. Samuel Haughton, M.A., M.D. 9g Plates. 4to, 
sewed. Is. 6d. 

4. Dynamics and Modern Geometry. A New Chapter in 
the Theory of Screws. By Sir Robert S. Ball, LL.D.  4to, 
sewed. 25. 

5. The Red Stars. Observations and Catalogue. New 
Edition. Edited by Rev. T. Espin, M.A. 4to, sewed. 35. 6d. 

6. On the Morphology of the Duck Tribe and the Auk 
Tribe. By W. K. Parker, F.R.S. 9 Plates. 4to, sewed. 35. 6d. 

7. Contribution to the Surface Anatomy of the Cerebral 
Hemispheres. By D, J. Cunningham, M.D, With a Chapter 
upon Cranio-Cerebral Topography by Victor Horsley, M.B., 
F.R.S. 4to, sewed. 8s. 6d. 

8. On the Flinders Petrie Papyri. Part I. Out of Print. 

g. On the Flinders Petrie Papyri. Part II. With 18 Auto- 
types. 4to, sewed, 42s. net. Appendix to8andg. 55s. net. 

10, The Decorative Art of British New Guinea. A Study 
in Papuan Ethnography. By Alfred C, Haddon, M.A. With 
12 Plates, and numerous other Illustrations, 4to, sewed. 145. net. 

11, On the Flinders Petrie Papyri. With Transcriptions, 
Commentaries, and Index. By John P. Mahafty, D.D., and Prof. 
J. Gilbert Smyly. With 7 Autotypes. 4to, sewed. 42s. net. 


DURHAM (H. E., M.A., M.B., F.R.C.S.), and the late 
WALTER MYERS, M.B. REPORT OF THE 
YELLOW FEVER EXPEDITION TO PARA (1900). 
(Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir VII.) gto, 
7s. 6d. 


DUTTON (J. E., M.B., ChB.) REPORT OF THE 
MALARIA EXPEDITION TO THE GAMBIA. (Liver- 
pool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir X.) 4to. ros. 6d, net. 


——and JOHN L. TODD, B.A., M.D., C.M., M‘Gill. FIRST 
REPORT OF THE TRYPANOSOMIASIS EXPEDI- 
TION TO SENEGAMBIA (1902). (Liverpool School of 
Tropical Medicine, Memoir XI.) 4to. tos, 6d. net. 


—— —— RAPPORT SUR L’EXPEDITION AU CONGO 
1903-5. Price 5s. 
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eee (J. E., M.B., Ch.B.) and JOHN L. TODD, B.A., 
MED aGoMg, ’M‘GILL. THE NATURE OF HUMAN 
TICK-FEVER IN THE EASTERN PART OF THE 
CONGO FREE STATE. (Liverpool School of Tropical 
Medicine, Memoir XVII.) 4to. With Map, 4 Plates, and 9 
Temperature Charts. Price 7s. 6d. net. 


ENGELHARDT (V.). THE ELECTROLYSIS OF 
WATER. 8vo, Pagesx+140. 90 Illustrations, 55, net. 


GILES (Lieut-Col.) GENERAL SANITATION AND 
ANTI-MALARIAL MEASURES IN SEKONDI, THE 
GOLDFELDS, AND KUMASSI, AND A "COM- 
PARISON BETWEEN THE CONDITIONS OF 
EUROPEAN RESIDENCE IN INDIA. (Liverpool School 
of Tropical Medicine, Memoir XV.) 4to. Price 75. 6d. net. 


HANTZSCH (A.). ELEMENTS OF STEREOCHEM- 
ISTRY. Translated by Wolf. 12mo. Pages viii+206. 26 
Figures. 65. 6d. net. 


HARDY. ELEMENTS OF ANALYTICAL GEOMETRY. 
8vo, Pagesiv+365. 163 Figures. 8s. 6d. net. 


—— INFINITESIMALS AND LIMITS. Sm. 12mo, paper. 
22 pp. 6 Figures. Is. net. 


HARNACK (AXEL). INTRODUCTION TO THE ELE- 
MENTS OF THE DIFFERENTIAL AND INTEGRAL 
CALCULUS. From the German. Royal 8vo, cloth, Ios, 6d. 


HART (EDWARD, Ph.D.) CHEMISTRY FOR BE- 
GINNERS. Small 12zmo. 
Vol. I. Inorganic. Pages viii+188. 55 Illustrations and 2 
Plates. Fourth Edition. 4s. 6d. net. 
Vol. Il. Organic. Pages iv+98. 11 Illustrations, 2s. net. 
Vol. III. Experiments. Separately. 60 pages. Is. net. 


— SECOND YEAR CHEMISTRY. Small 12mo, 165 pages. 


31 Illustrations. 5s. net. 


HOPES G--2 VAN). STUDIES IN CHEMICAL 
DYNAMICS. Revised and enlarged by Dr. Ernst Cohen, 
Assistant in the Chemical Laboratory of the University of Amster- 
dam. Translated by Thomas Ewan, M.Sc., Ph.D., Demonstrator 
of Chemistry in the Yorkshire College, Leeds. Royal 8vo, cloth, 
10s. 6d, 


JOHNSTONE (J.). BRITISH FISHERIES: Their Ad- 
ministration and their Problems. A short account of the 
Origin and Growth of British Sea Fishery Authorities and Regu- 
lations. 10s. 6d. net. 
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JONES (J. T. SHARE-). SURGICAL ANATOMY OF 
THE HORSE. To be completed in 4 Parts. With above 100 
Illustrations, a number being in colour. Part I, Head and Neck ; 
Part II. Fore Limb. Price per part, 155, net, sewed; cloth, 
16s. 6d, net. 


— LIFE-SIZE MODELS, Illustrating the Superficial 
Anatomy of the Limbs of the Horse. Price per set of four 
models, £21; or separately—Fore Limb, Inner and Outer 
Aspects, £6, 16s. 6d. each; Hind Limb, Inner and Outer 
Aspects, £6, 6s. each. 


JONES. THE FREEZING POINT, BOILING POINT, 
AND CONDUCTIVITY METHODS. i2mo. Pages 
vii+64. 14 Illustrations. 35, net. 


JOURNAL OF THE LINNEAN SOCIETY. Botany. At 
various prices. Index to Journal (Botany), 20s. Zoology. At 
various prices. General Index to the first 20 vols, of the Journal 
(Zoology) and the Zoological portion of the Proceedings, 20s. 


JOURNAL OF THE ROYAL MICROSCOPICAL 
SOCIETY, containing its transactions and Proceedings, with 
other Microscopical information. Bi-monthly. Previous to 1893 
at various prices; after that date bi-monthly, each 6s, net. 


JOURNAL OF THE QUEKETT MICROSCOPICAL 
CLUB. Nos, 1-26, Is. net; Nos. 27-31, 25. 6d. net. 1893, 
No. 32, and following Nos., half-yearly, 3s. 6d. net. 

LANDOLT (Dr. HANS). THE OPTICAL ROTATING 
POWER OF ORGANIC SUBSTANCES AND ITS 
PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS. 8vo. Pp. xxi+751. 83 
Illustrations. 315. 6d, net. 

LANGENBECK. THE CHEMISTRY OF POTTERY. 
Small1zmo. Pages viii+197. Tlustrated. Outof Print. 8s. 6a. 
net, 

LEAVENWORTH (Prof. W. S., M.Sc.). INORGANIC 
QUALITATIVE CHEMICAL ANALYSIS FOR AD- 
VANCED SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES. 8vo. Pages 
vi+154. 65. 6d. net. 

LEBLANC (Dr. MAX) THE PRODUCTION OF 
CHROMIUM AND ITS COMPOUNDS BY THE AID 
OF THE ELECTRIC CURRENT. vo. 122 pages. 55. 
net. 

LIVERPOOL MARINE BIOLOGY COMMITTEE. 
MEMOIRS ON TYPICAL BRITISH MARINE 
PLANTS AND ANIMALS. Edited by W. A. Herdman, 
D.Sce., F.R.S. All demy 8vo, stiff boards. 

1. Ascidia. By W. A. Herdman. With 5 Plates. Price 2s, net. 
2. Cardium. By J. Johnstone, Fisheries Assistant, University 
College, Liverpool. With 7 Plates. Price 2s. 6d. net. 
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3. Echinus. By Herbert Clifton Chadwick, Curator of the Port 
Erin Biological Station. With 5 Plates, Price 2s. net. 

4. Codium. By R. J. Harvey Gibson, M.A., F.L.S., Professor of 
Botany in University College, Liverpool, and Helen P. Auld, B.Sc., 
With 3 Plates. Price Is. 6d. net. 

5. Alcyonium. By Sydney J. Hickson, M.A., D.Sc., F.R.S., 
Beyer Professor of Zoology in Owens College, Manchester. With 
3 Plates. Price 1s. 6d, net. 

6. Lepeophtheirus and Lernea. By Andrew Scott, Resident 
Fisheries Assistant at the Peel Hatchery. With 5 Plates. 2s. net, 
7. Lineus. By R. C. Punnett, B.A., with 4 Plates. 25. net. 

8. Pleuronectes. By Frank J. Cole, Jesus College, Oxford, 
Lecturer in the Victoria University, Demonstrator of Zoology, 
University, Liverpool, and James Johnstone, B.Sc. Lond., Fisheries 
Assistant, University, Liverpool. With 11 Plates, 7s. net. 

g. Chondrus. By Otto V. Darbishire, Owens College, Man- 
chester, With 7 Plates, 2s. 6d. net. 

10. Patella (the Common Limpet). By J. R. Ainsworth 
Davis, M.A., Professor of Zoology in the University College of 
Wales, Aberystwyth, and H. J. Fleure, B.Sc., Fellow of the 
University of Wales. With 4 Plates, 2s. 6d. net. 

11. Arenicola (the Lug-Worm). By J. H. Ashworth, D.Sc., 
Lecturer in Invertebrate Zoology in the University of Edinburgh. 
With 8 Plates. Price 4s. 6d. net. 

12. Gammarus. By Margaret Cussans, B.Sc., Zoological 
Department, University of Liverpool. With 4 Plates. 2s. net. 

13. Anurida. By A. D. Imms, B.Sc. (Lond.) With 7 
Plates. Price 4s, net. 

14. Ligia. By C. Gordon Hewitt, B.Sc., Demonstrator in 
Zoology, University of Manchester. With 4 Plates. 25. net. 

15. Antedon. By Herbert Clifton Chadwick. With 7 Plates. 
2s, 6d, net. 


LONG (J. H.). A TEXT-BOOK OF URINE ANALYSIS. 
Small 8vo, Pages v+249. 31 Illustrations. 6s. 6d. net. 


MASON (W. P., Prof. of Chem.). NOTES ON QUALITA- 
TIVE ANALYSIS. Sm. 12mo. 56pp. 35. 6d, net. 


MEADE (RICHARD K., B.Sc.) CHEMIST’S POCKET 
MANUAL. 16mo, Leather. Pocket Edition, Pages vii+204, 
Out of Print. 8s. 6d. net. 


—— PORTLAND CEMENT: ITS COMPOSITION, RAW 
MATERIALS, MANUFACTURE, TESTING, AND 
ANALYSIS. Second Edition. With 100 Illustrations. 145. 6d. 
‘net. 
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MEMOIRS OF THE LIVERPOOL SCHOOL OF TROPI- 
CAL MEDICINE. 


I. Ross (R.) Malarial Fever: Its Cause, Prevention, 
and Treatment. $8vo. 2s. 6d 

II. Ross (R.), H. E. Annett, and E. E. Austen. Report 
of the Malaria Expedition to Sierra Leone (1899). 4to. 2Is. 

III. Annett (H. E.), J. E. Dutton, and J. H. Elliott. 
Report of the Malaria Expedition to Nigeria (1900). I. 
Malarial Fever. 4to. I0s. 6d. : 

V. Ross (R.) and M. L. Taylor. Progress Reports of 
the Campaign against Mosquitoes in Sierra Leone. Part I. 
1901, With a Letter from Dr. Daniels regarding the results 
arrived at to date. 8vo. Is, Part II. 1902. 8vo. Is. 


VI. [Wot cssued yet.) 


VII. Durham (H. E.) and W. Myers. Report of the 
Yellow Fever Expedition to Para (1900). 4to. 7s. 6d. 


VIII. Taylor (M. L.). Report on the Sanitary Conditions 
of Cape Coast Town. 8vo. Is. 


IX. Ross (R.). Report on Malaria at Ismailia and 
Suez. 8vo. Is. 


X. Dutton (J. E.). Report of the Malaria Expedition to 
the Gambia. 4to. Ios, 6d. net. 


XI. Dutton (J. E.) and J. L. Todd. First Report of the 
Trypanosomiasis Expedition to Senegambia (1902). 4to. 
tos, 6d, net. [Also contained in Thompson-Yates Laboratories 
Reports, V. 2.] 

XII. Boyce(R.). The Anti-Malaria Measures at Ismailia. 
8vo, Is. 


XIII. Dutton (J. E) and J. L. Todd. Reports of the 
Trypanosomiasis Expedition to the Congo (1903-1904). With 
a Comparison of the Trypanosomes of Uganda and the Congo Free 
State by H. W. Thomas, M.D. M‘Gill, and Stanley F, Linton, B.Sc., 
M.B. Liverpool; and a Note on Tsetse Flies by E, E. Austen, 
Zoological Department, British Museum. Paper covers, I5s. 


XIV. Boyce (Rubert, M.B., F.R.S.), Arthur Evans, 
M.R.C.S., H. Herbert Clarke, M.A., B.C., Cantab. 
Report on the Sanitation and Anti-Malarial Measures in 
practice in Bathurst, Conakry, and Freetown (1905). 4to. 
3 Plates. Price's, 


XV. Giles (Lieut.-Colonel). General Sanitation and Anti- 
Malarial Measures in Sekondi, the Goldfields, and Kumassi, 
and a Comparison between the Conditions of European 
Residence in India. 4to. Price 7s. 6d. net. 
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LIVERPOOL SCHOOL OF TROPICAL MEDICINE—continued. 


XVI. Thomas (H. Wolferstan, M.D., M/‘Gill) and 
Anton Breinl, M.U.Dr., Prag. Trypanosomes, Trypano- 
somiasis, and Sleeping Sickness : Pathology and Treatment. 
4to. 6 Plates (5 coloured) and 7 Charts. Price 12s, 6d. net. 


XVII. Dutton (J. Everett, M.B.) and John L. Todd, B.A., 
M.D., M‘Gill. The Nature of oe Tick-Fever ‘in the 
Eastern Part of the Congo Free State. 4to. With Map, 4 
Plates, and 9 Temperature Charts, Price 7s. 6d, net. 


XVIII. 1. Dutton (J. Everett, M.B.) and John L. Todd, 
B.A., M.D., C.M., M‘Gill. Gland Palpation in Human 
Trypanosomiasis ; C ‘and 2. The Distribution and Spread of 
“Sleeping Sickness” in the Congo Free State. With 4 
Maps (2 colours) and 4 Plates. 3. Newstead (R., A.L.S., 
F.E.S.) and John L. Todd, B.A., M.D., C.M., M‘ Gill. 
A New oe Acarid. With 1 Plate. 4. Newstead 
(Ro AWS), E.S.). Another New Dermanyssid Acarid. 
With 1 Plate. fe Stephens (J. W. W., M.D., Cantab.) and 
R. Newstead, A.L.S., F. 7 =: Anatomy of the Proboscis of 
Biting Flies. With 6 Plates. Imp. 8vo. Price 7s, 6d. net. 


XIX. Boyce (Rubert, M.B., F.R.S.). Yellow Fever 
Prophylaxis in New Orleans in 1905. Imp. 8vo. Maps and 
6 Plates. Price 55. net. 


XX. 1. Dutton (J. Everett, M.B.) and John L. Todd, 
BA MDs = La prophylaxie de Me Malaria dans les 
principaux postes de l’Etat Indépendant du Congo. With 
4 Maps, and 4 Illustrations. Imp. 8vo. 2. Breinl (Anton, 
M.D.) and A. Kinghorn, M.B. The Anima] Reactions of 
the Spirochzta of African “Tick Fever.” Imp. 8vo. 3. 
Breinl (Anton, M.D.). The Specific Nature of the Spiro- 
cheta of African “‘ Tick Fever.” Imp. 8vo. Price 5s. 


XXI. Runcorn Research Laboratories. An Experimental 
Study of the Parasite of the African ‘‘ Tick Fever.” Note 
on a new Spirocheta found ina Mouse. Comparison between the 
Trypanosomes, and other articles. 4to. 75, 6d. net. 


MOISSON (HENRI). THE ELECTRIC FURNACE. § 8vo. 
Pages x+305. 41 Illustrations. 10s. 6d. net. 


NISSENSON. THE ARRANGEMENTS OF ELECTRO- 
LYTIC LABORATORIES. $8vo. 81 pages. 52 Illustra- 


tions. 55, net. 


NOTES ON SANITARY CONDITIONS OBTAINING IN 
PARA. By the Members of the Yellow Fever Expedition. 
(Published by the Liverpool School of Dep Medicine.) Is. 
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NOYES (ARTHUR A., Ph.D.) ORGANIC CHEMISTRY 
FOR THE LABORATORY. Small 12mo. Pages xii+257. 
22 Illustrations. 6s, 6a, net. 


——and MULLIKEN (SAMUEL P., Ph.D.). LABORA- 
TORY EXPERIMENTS ON CLASS REACTIONS 
AND IDENTIFICATION OF ORGANIC SUB- 
STANCES. S$vo. Sr pp. 2s. net. 


OTTO (RUDOLF) NATURALISM AND RELIGION. 


See Crown Theological Library, p. 13. 


PALLIN (Capt. W. A., F.R.C.V.S.). A TREATISE ON 
EPIZOOTIC LYMPHANGITIS. Second Edition. Demy 
Svo, cloth. 3s. 6a net. Nearly 100 pages, 17 full-page Plates. 


PATERSON (ANDREW MELVILLE, M.D., Derby Pro- 
fessor of Anatomy in the Ses of Liverpool, Hunterian 
Professor at the Royal College Surgeons of England). 
THE HUMAN STERNUM. Three Lectures delivered at 
the Royal College of Surgeons, England, November 1903. With 
to Plates. Crown 4to. Ios, net. 


PFANHAUSER (Dr. W.). PRODUCTION OF METAL- 
LIC OBJECTS ELECTROLYTICALLY. Now in 


preparation, 5s net. 


PHILLIPS(FRANCISC.). METHODS FORTHEANALY- 
SIS OF ORES, PIG IRON AND STEEL. Second 
Edition, Svo. Pages vilit+17o. 3 Illustrations. 4s. 6a net. 


PIDDINGTON (HENRY). THE SAILORS’ HORN-BOOK 
FOR THE LAW OF STORMS. Being a Practical Exposi- 
tion of the Theory of the Law of Storms, and its uses to Mariners of 
all Classes in all Parts of the World. Shown by transparent Storm 
Cards and useful Lessons. 7th Ed. Demy Svo, cloth. ros. 6a 


PRAY (Dr.) ASTIGMATIC LETTERS. Printed on Mill- 
board, size 22 by rq inches. In 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE OPTICAL CONVENTION, 
No. 3, 1905. Crown 4to, cloth. ras. net. 


RANSOM (W. H., M.D., F.R.S., F.R.C.P.). THE IN- 
FLAMMATION IDEA IN GENERAL PATHOLOGY. 
Demy Svo, cloth, 7. & 


RAY (Prof. P. C.). A HISTORY OF HINDU CHEMISTRY 
FROM THE EARLIEST TIMES TO THE MIDDLE 
OF THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY A.D. With Sanskrit 
Texts, Variants, Translation, and Illustrations. Vol. I. Second 
Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Crown Svo. ros. 6a net. 
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REPORTS OF THE THOMPSON-YATES AND JOHN- 
STON LABORATORIES. Demy 4to, with Illustrations, 
Vol L 1898-9. Ios. 64. Vol. IL 1898-9. 25s. Vol IIL 
Patti. 1900. 7s.6d¢. VoL IIL Part2. ig01. 12s. 6d. Vol. 
IV. Part L 1901. 20s. Vol IV. Part 2. 1902. 215. New 
Series. Vol V. Part 1. 1903 Limp, 20s.; cloth, 21s. Vol. 
Y. Part 2 i903 Limp, 12s. 6¢ ; cloth, 13s. 6¢. Vol. VI. 
Past 1. 1905. Limp, 12s. 6¢.; cloth, 13s. 6d. Vol. VI. Part 
2. 4155s. Wolk VIL Parti. 10s. 6d. 


ROSS (RONALD, C.B., F.R.S., etc., Major I.M.S. (retired) ). 
MALARIAL FEVER: Its Cause, Prevention, and Treat- 
ment. (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir I.) 8vo, 
cloth. 2s. 6d. 


— H. E. ANNETT, M.D., D.P.H., and E. E. AUSTEN. 
REPORT OF THE MALARIA EXPEDITION TO 
SIERRA LEONE (1899). (Liverpool School of Tropical 
Medicine, Memoir IL.) 4to, 2is. 


—— FIRST PROGRESS REPORT OF THE CAMPAIGN 
AGAINST MOSQUITOES IN SIERRA LEONE (1901). 
With a Letter from Dr. Daniels regarding the results arrived at to 
date, (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir V. 1.) 1s. 


—— SECOND PROGRESS REPORT OF THE CAM- 
PAIGN AGAINST MOSQUITOES IN SIERRA LEONE 
(1902). By M. Logan Taylor, M.B. (Liverpool School of 
Tropical Medicine, Memoir V. 2.) Is. 


— REPORT ON MALARIA AT ISMAILIA AND 
SUEZ. (Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir IX.) 
Is. 


SANG’S LOGARITHMS. A new Table of Seven-place Loga- 
rithms of all Numbers continuously up to 200,000. 2nd Edition. 
Royal 8vo, cloth. 21s, 


SCHREBER (D. G. M.). MEDICAL INDOOR GYMNAS- 
TICS, or a System of Hygienic Exercises for Home Use, to be 
practised anywhere, without apparatus or assistance, by young and 
old of either sex, for the preservation of health and general activity. 
Revised and Supplemented by Rudolf Graefe, M.D. With a 
large plate and 45 illustrations in the text. Royal 8vo, cloth. 
35. net. 

*€ The exercises described, when efficiently used, will undoubtedly be of value 


in strengthening and developing the muscular system. The descriptions of the 
exercises and the figures in the text are excellent.”—P/ysician and Surgeon. 


*€ Well worthy of the attention of those who go in for regular physical train- 
ing as a means for the preservation of health.”—Scotsman. 


‘4 very sensible little treatise.” —Glasgow Herald. 
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SCHROEN (L.). SEVEN-FIGURE LOGARITHMS OF 
NUMBERS from 1 to 108,000, and of Sines, Cosines, 
Tangents, Cotangents to every 10 Seconds of the Quad- 
rant. With a Table of Proportional Parts. By Dr. Ludwig 
Schroen, Director of the Observatory of jena, sete, /retam his 
Edition, corrected and stereotyped. With a description of the 
Tables by A. De Morgan, Professor of Mathematics in University 
College, London, Imp. 8vo, cloth, printed on light green paper. 
QS. 


SEGER. COLLECTED WRITINGS OF HERMAN 
AUGUST SEGER. (Papers on Manufacture of Pottery. ) 
2 vols. Large 8vo. £3, 35. net per set; per volume, 3Is. 6d, 
net. 

SNELLEN’S OPHTHALMIC TEST TYPES. Best Types 
for the Determination of the Acuteness of Vision. 14th Edition, 
considerably augmented and improved. 8vo, sewed. 4s. Single 
Sheets: ETB, MOV, BDE, www, and Large Clock Sheet. 
8d. each. Small Clock Sheet and RT V Z. 4d. each, 

— ASTIGMATIC TEST CHART. Long folio, varnished, 


mounted on rollers, 2s. net. 


SNYDER (HARRY, B.Sc.). SOILS AND FERTILISERS. 
Second Edition. 8vo, Pages x+294. I Plate. 4o Illustrations, 
6s. 6d. net. 

SONNTAG (C. 0.) A POCKET FLORA OF EDIN- 
BURGH AND THE SURROUNDING DISTRICT. 
A Collection and full Description of all Phanerogamic and the 
principal Cryptogamic Plants, classified after the Natural System, 
with an artificial Key and a Glossary of Botanical Terms. By the 
late C. O, Sonntag, the Royal High School, Edinburgh ; formerly 
Secretary of the Microscopical Society of Glasgow, etc. Feap, 8vo, 
limp cloth, round corners, with Map of the Environs of Edinburgh. 
35. 6d. net, 


STEPHENS (J. W. W., M.D. Cantab., D.P.H.) and S. R. 
CHRISTOPHERS, M.B. Vict., I.M.S. PRACTICAL 
STUDY OF MALARIA AND OTHER BLOOD PARA- 
SITES. (Published for the Liverpool School of Tropical Medi- 
cine). 8vo, cloth. 2nd Edition. 125, 6d. net. 

STILLMAN (THOS. B., M.Sc., Ph.D.). ENGINEERING 
CHEMISTRY. Third Edition, 8vo. Pages x+597. 139 


Illustrations. 19s, net. 

TAYLOR (M. LOGAN, M.B., Ch.B.). REPORT ON THE 
SANITARY CONDITIONS OF CAPE COAST TOWN. 
(Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir VIII.) 8vo. 
Is. 

— REPORT OF THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE 


Bp eo TOES IN SIERRA LEONE. See Ross and 
aylor, 
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THOMAS (H. WOLFERSTAN, M.D., M('Gill) and 
ANTON BREINL,M.U.Dr. , Prag. TRYPANOSOMES, 
TRYPANOSOMIASIS, AND SLEEPING SICKNESS: 
PATHOLOGY AND TREATMENT. 4to. (Liverpool 
School of Tropical Medicine, Memoir XVI.) 6 Plates (5 coloured) 
and 7 Charts. Price 7s. 6d. net. 

LOWERS(ON EF. Ph.D.) -tHeE CONDUCTIVILTY.OF 
LIQUIDS. $vo, Pages iv+igo. 29 Illustrations. 75. 6d. 
net, 

TRANSACTIONS OF THE EPIDEMIOLOGICAL 
SOCIETY OF LONDON. New Series. Vol. XXIII. Session 
1903-1904. Demy vo, cloth. 6s. net. The earlier volumes of 
the New Series, I.-X XIL., are still obtainable. Price 6s. net each. 
Commemoration Volume, containing an account of the Founda- 
tion of the Society and of the Commemoration Dinner, together 
with an Index of the papers read at its meetings between 1855 and 
1900. 8vo, cloth. 5,5. net. 

TRANSACTIONS OF THE ROYAL SOCIETY OF 
EDINBURGH. Vol. XXXVIII. Part 1, gos. Part 2, 255. 
Parts, 305. Part4,-7s2 0d. Vol. XXX. Part 1, 305.) Part 
2,195. Part 3,435. Part4,9s. Vol. XL. Part1, 25s. Complete 
parts only—we do not supply separate papers. General Index to 
First Thirty-four Volumes (1783-1888), with History of the 
Institution. 4to, cloth. 21s. 

TRANSACTIONS OF THE ROYAL IRISH ACADEMY, 
DUBLIN. Vols. I.-XX. qto. £22, 5s. 6d. Vols. XXI.- 
XXXI. Various prices. 

TRANSACTIONS OF THE ROYAL DUBLIN SOCIETY. 
Various volumes at various prices, 

VEGA. LOGARITHMIC TABLES OF NUMBERS AND 
TRIGONOMETRICAL FUNCTIONS. Translated from 
the goth, or Dr. Bremiker’s Edition, thoroughly revised and en- 
larged, by W. L. F. Fischer, M.A., F.R.S., Fellow of Clave 
College, Cambridge, ; Professor of Natural Philosophy in the 
University of St. Andrews, 75th Stereotyped Edition. Royal 8vo, 
cloth. 7s. 

VENABLE (T. C., Ph.D.). THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
THE PERIODIC LAW. Small 12mo. Pages viii+321. 
Illustrated. 10s. 6d, net. 

—— THE STUDY OF THE ATOM. t2mo. Pages vi+290, 
85, 6d, net. 

— and HOWE. INORGANIC CHEMISTRY ACCORD- 
ING TO THE PERIODIC LAW. tizmo. Pages vi+266. 
35 Illustrations, New Edition in preparation. 65. 6d. net. 

WILEY (HARVEY W.,A.M., Ph.D.). PRINCIPLES AND 
PRACTICE OF AGRICULTURAL CHEMICAL 
ANALYSIS. Vol. 1. Soils. 3 vols, $8vo. New Edition in 
preparation, Vol, I. ready, 18s. net, 
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VI. Miscellaneous. 


ANTHROPOLOGY—SOCIOLOGY—MYTHOLOGY— 
BIBLIOGRAPHY—BIOGRAPHY, ETC. 


AVEBURY (Lord, D.C.L., F.R.S., etc.) (Sir John Lubbock). 
PREHISTORIC TIMES, as Illustrated by Ancient Re- 
mains and the Manners and Customs of Modern Savages. 
6th Edition, revised, with 239 Illustrations, a large number of 
which are specially prepared for this Edition. Demy 8vo, cloth, 
gilt tops. 18s. 

‘“To anyone who wishes to obtain a succinct conspectus of the present state 


of knowledge on the subject of early man, we recommend the perusal of this 
comprehensive volume.”—/our. Brit. Archeolog. Assoc. 


“The fact that this well-known standard work has reached a sixth edition is 
evidence of its value to ethnologists and archeologists. The many and beautiful 
illustrations are most helpful in better understanding the plain but accurate 
letterpress. Lord Avebury is to be congratulated on the new edition, which 
is sure to further popularise a fascinating subject for investigation by cultured 
people.” —Sczence Gossip. 

“Tt is necessary to compare the present volume with the fifth edition in 
order to see how much it has beenimproved. The illustrations to this sixth 
edition are immeasurably superior to the fifth."— Knowledge. 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REGISTER. Published Quarterly. 
6d. net ; 25. 2d. per annum post free. Nos. 1-4 ready, 


BLACKBURN (HELEN). WOMEN’S SUFFRAGE. A 
Record of the Women’s Suffrage Movement in the British Isles, 
with a Biographical Sketch of Miss Becker. Portraits. Crown 8vo, 
cloth, 6s. 


—— See also Vynne, Nora, and Blackburn, ‘‘ Women under the F. actory 
Acts; 7 


BROWN (ROBERT, Jun., F.S.A.). SEMITIC INFLU- 
ENCE IN HELLENIC MYTHOLOGY. With special 
reference to the recent mythological works of the Right Hon, 
Prof. Max Miiller and Mr, Andrew Lang. Demy 8vo, cloth, 
75. 6d. 


-—_ RESEARCHES INTO THE ORIGIN OF THE 
PRIMITIVE CONSTELLATIONS OF THE GREEKS, 
PHCNICIANS, AND BABYLONIANS. With a large 
map of the Northern Hemisphere as viewed at Phoenicia 1200 BCs, 
and other maps, 2 vols. demy 8vo, cloth. 105, 6d. each, 


—_MR. GLADSTONE AS I KNEW HIM, and other 
Essays. Demy 8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 


4 
+ 


CATALOGUE OF PUBLICATIONS. 57 


CATALOGUE OF THE LONDON LIBRARY, St James’s 
Square. By C. T. Hagberg Wright, LL.D., etc. xiv+1626 pp. 
4to, cloth. 42s. net. Supplement I., 1902-3. Buckram, 1 vol., 
196pp. 55.net. Supplement II. 198 pp. 1903-4. Buckram. 
5s. net. Supplement III. 1904-5. 5s. net. 

‘* The present catalogue is essentially a working catalogue. .. . The general 
level of accuracy in the printing and editing of the work appears to us to be an 
unusually high one. . . . We heartily applaud the work, both as a landmark 


in library land, and as a monument standing upon a firm foundation of its own.” 
—The Tinies. 


DIETRICHSON (L.). MONUMENTA ORCADICA. The 
Norsemen in the Orkneys, and the Monuments they have left, 
with a Survey of the Celtic (Pre-Norwegian) and Scottish (Post- 
Norwegian) Monuments on the Islands. With original drawings 
and some Chapters on St Magnus’ Cathedral, Kirkwall, by Johan 
Meyer, Architect. Demy 4to, cloth, 43 net. 


ENGELHARDT (C.). DENMARK IN THE EARLY 
IRON AGE. Illustrated by recent Discoveries in the Peat- 
Mosses of Slesvig. 32 Plates (giving representations of upwards of 
a thousand objects), Maps, and numerous other Illustrations on 
wood, 1866. 4to, cloth. 315. 6d. 


GOLDAMMER (H.). THE KINDERGARTEN. A Guide 
to Frébel’s Method of Education. 2 vols. in I. 120 pp. of Illus- 
trations. 8vo, cloth. tos. 6d, 


HARRISON (A., D.Sc.) WOMEN’S INDUSTRIES IN 
LIVERPOOL. An Inquiry into the Economic Effects of Legisla- 
tion regulating the Labour of Women, $vo. 35. 


HENRY (JAMES). A:NEIDEA;; or, Critical, Exegetical and 
fEsthetical Remarks on the A‘neis. With a personal collation 
of all the first-class MSS., and upwards of 100 second-class MSS., 
and all the principal editions. Vol. I. (3 Parts), Vol. II. (3 Parts), 
Vol, III. (3 Parts), Vol. IV. (1 Part). Royal 8vo, sewed. 
42, 25. net. 


HERBERT (Hon. A.). THE SACRIFICE OF EDUCA- 
TION TO EXAMINATION. Letters from ‘‘ All Sorts and 
Conditions of Men,” Edited by Auberon Herbert. Half-cloth 
boards. 2s. 


— WINDFALL AND WATERDRIFT. Verse Miniatures, 
Square 12mo, cloth limp, gilt tops. 2s. 


—and WAGER (HAROLD). BAD AIR AND BAD 
HEALTH. Dedicated to Professor Clifford Allbutt. Reprinted 
from the ‘‘ Contemporary Review.” $8vo, cloth, Is, 6¢. ; sewed, Is. 


14 Henrietta Street, Covent Garden, London, W.C. 


58 WILLIAMS & NORGATE’S 


JOHNSON (E.). THE RISE OF ENGLISH CULTURE. 


With a brief account of the Author’s Life and Writings. Demy 
8vo, cloth, 15s. net. 


KIEPERT’S NEW ATLAS ANTIQUUS. Twelve Maps of 
the Ancient World, for Schools and Colleges. Third hundred 
thousand. 12th Edition, with a complete Geographical Index, 
Folio, boards, 6s. Strongly bound in cloth. 7s. 6d. 


—— WALL-MAPS OF THE ANCIENT WORLD— 


Wall-map of Ancient Italy. Italia antiqua. For the study of 
Livy, Sallust, Cicero, Dionysius, etc. Scaler: 800,000. Mounted 
on rollers, varnished. 20s, 


General Wall-map of the Old World. Tabula orbis terrarum 
antiqui ad illustrandam potissimum antiquissimi zvi usque ad Alex- 
andrum M., historiam. For the study of ancient history, espe- 
cially the history of the Oriental peoples : the Indians, Medes, 
Persians, Babylonians, Assyrians, Egyptians, Phcenicians, etc. 
Scale I : 5,400,000, Mounted on rollers, varnished, 20s, 


General Wall-map of the Roman Empire. Imperii Romani 
tabula geographica. For the study of the development of the Roman 
Empire. Scale 1: 300,000, Mounted on rollers, varnished. 245. 


Wall-map of Ancient Latium. Latii Veteris et finitimarum 
regionum tabula. For the study of Livy, Dionysius, etc. Scale 
1:125,000, With supplement: Environs of Rome. Scale 
I: 25,000, Mounted on rollers, varnished. 18s, 


Wall-map of Ancient Greece. Greecize Antique tabula, For 
the study of Herodotus, Thucydides, Xenophon, Strabo, Cornelius 


Nepos, etc. Scale 1: 500,000, Mounted on rollers, varnished. 
245, 


Wall-Map of the Empires of the Persians and of 
Alexander the Great. Imperia Persarum et Macedonum. For 
the study of Herodotus, Xenophon, Justinian, Arian, Curtius, 
Scale 1 : 300,000, Mounted on rollers and varnished. 20s, 


Wall-Map of Gaul, with portions of Ancient Britain and 
Ancient Germany. Galli Cisalpine et Transalpines cum parti- 
bus Britanniz et Germanie tabula. For the study of Cesar, 


Justinian, Livy, Tacitus, etc. Scale 1: 1,000,000. Mounted on 
rollers and varnished. 245, 


Wall-Map of Ancient Asia Minor. Asice Minoris Antiquze 
Tabula. For the study of Herodotus, Xenophon, Justinian, Arian, 


Curtius, etc. Scale 1 : 800,000, Mounted on rollers and var- 
nished, 20s, 
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MARCKS (ERICH, Professor of Modern History at the 
University of Leipzig.) ENGLAND AND GERMANY: 
Their Relations in the Great Crises of European History, 
1500-1900. Demy 8vo, stiff wrapper. Is. 


MUIR (Prof. RAMSAY). A HISTORY OF LIVERPOOL. 
With Maps, Illustrations, Crown 8vo, art linen, 6s, net. 


MUIR (RAMSAY) and EDITH M. PLATT. A HISTORY 
OF MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT IN LIVERPOOL. 
From the Earliest Times to the Municipal Reform Act of 1835. 
4to, cloth. 21s. net. 


OTIA MERSEIANA. The Publication of the Arts Faculty of the 
University of Liverpool, Vols, I.-III. 8vo. 1899-1903. Each 
Ios. 6d, 


PEDDIE (R. A.). PRINTING AT BRESCIA IN THE 
FIFTEENTH CENTURY. A List of the Issues. 55, net. 


ST. CLAIR (GEORGE, Author of ‘‘ Creation Records,” ‘‘ Buried 
Cities and Bible Countries,” etc.) MYTHS OF GREECE 
EXPLAINED AND DATED. An Embalmed History from 
Uranus to Perseus, including the Eleusinian Mysteries and the 
Olympic Games. Demy 8vo. 2 vols. 16s. 


SCHLOSS (DAVID F.). METHODS OF INDUSTRIAL 
REMUNERATION. 3rd Edition, revised and enlarged. 
Crown $8vo, cloth. 7s. 6d. Popular Edition, 3s. 6d. 


‘*In its new as in its old form the book is well nigh indispensable to the 
student who desires to get some insight into the actual facts about the various 
methods of industrial remuneration, and the degree of success with which they 
have been applied in the various trades.” —MManchester Guardian. 

““ More useful than ever to the students of the labour problem.”—Political 
Science Quarterly. 

SPENCER (HERBERT) AN AUTOBIOGRAPHY. See 
pe 3i: 


—— PRINCIPLES OF SOCIOLOGY. See p, 31. 
— STUDY OF SOCIOLOGY. ‘cep. 32. 
—— DESCRIPTIVE SOCIOLOGY. Sve p. 32. 


STEPHENS (GEORGE). PROFESSOR BUGGE’S 
STUDIES ON NORTHERN MYTHOLOGY EX- 
AMINED. Illustrations, 8vo, cloth. 8s. 


— THE RUNES, WHENCE CAME THEY? §4to, sewed. 
6s, 
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STEPHENS (GEORGE). OLD NORTHERN RUNIC 
MONUMENTS. Vol. IV. Folio. 20s, net. 


VEILED FIGURE (THE), and Other Poems. Large post 8vo, 
buckram, gilt, cover designed by Mr. T. Blake Wirgman, 
2s, 6d, 


VYNNE (NORA) and HELEN BLACKBURN, and with 
the Assistance of H.W. ALLASON. WOMEN UNDER 
THE FACTORY ACTS. Part 1. Position of the Employer. 
Part 2. Position of the Employed. Crown 8vo, cloth. 1s. net. 


WELD (A. G.). GLIMPSES OF TENNYSON AND OF 
SOME OF HIS FRIENDS. Withan Appendix by the late 
Bertram Tennyson, [Illustrated with Portraits in photogravure 
and colour, and with a facsimile of a MS. poem, Fcap. 8vo, 
art linen. 4s. 6d, net. 

“ This is a delightful little book, written by one who has all the qualifications 
for the task—the opportunities of observation, the interest of relationship, and the 


sympathetic and appreciative temper. . . . We do not attempt to criticise, 
but only to give such a description as will send our readers to it,"—Spectator. 


“Everyone who reads the book will understand Tennyson a little better, 
and many will view him in a new aspect for the first time.” —Daily Chronicle. 


“It is quite worthy of a place side by side with the larger ‘ Life.’”—Glasgow 
ferald. 
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LIST OF PERIODICALS, REVIEWS, AND 
TRANSACTIONS AND PROCEEDINGS 
OF LEARNED SOCIETIES 


PUBLISHED BY WILLIAMS & NORGATE. 


THE HIBBERT JOURNAL: A Quarterly Review of 
Religion, Theology, and Philosophy. Single numbers, 2s, 6d. 
net. Subscription, ros. per annum, post free. 


‘There is, for English readers at eae, no existing medium for expression of 

free-thought in this best sense ; and should anything but success await the venture 
of publishing ‘The Hibbert Journal,’ we shall confess painful surprise. . 
It will be a reflection on our theological and philosophical students if they do not 
show full appreciation of a journal so admirably planned and so strongly 
commenced. . . . For the form of the journal we have nothing but praise, 
the print being large and the margins ample. We havenever with more sincerity 
wished well toa new undertaking ; and should it fulfil its undoubted possibilities, 
‘The Hibbert Journal’ must be of immense service to all serious and progressive 
students of the subjects with which it deals.”—Christian World. 


THE ENGLISHWOMAN’S REVIEW OF SOCIAL AND 
INDUSTRIAL QUESTIONS. Edited by Antoinette M. 


Mackenzie. Issued quarterly on 15th January, April, July, and 
October. Price Is. Per annum, 4s, 6d., post free. 


JOURNAL OF THE FEDERATED MALAY STATES 
MUSEUMS. Issued quarterly. Single numbers, Is. 6d. net. 
Subscription, 5s. per annum. 


BOO Eee OF THE ROYAL MICROSCOPICAL 
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